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The Senste met at 12 o'clock meridian,
on the expiration of the recess.

Dr. Fred M. Lange, L. H. D., vice pres-
ident and executive director, Dallas
County Community Chest, Texas, offered
the following prayer:

O God, our Father, in these times of
stress, when many minds are perplexed
and many hearts are faint, we turn, in
simple trust, to Thee, our strength and
our Redeemer.

We ask Thee for wisdom, that we may
seek Thy will; for courage, that we may
do it; and for faith, that we may walk
in calm assurance.

Guide the thoughts and purposes of
these chosen leaders of our people, O
Lord, that they may, above all else, say
and do what is pleasing in Thy sight.
And help us all to be true to our Ameri-
can heritage and faithful servants of the
living God.

In the name of Christ, our Saviour.
Amen.

DESIGNATION OF ACTING PRESI-
DENT PRO TEMFORE

The legislative clerk read the follow-
ing letter:

UNITED STATES SENATE,
PRESIDENT PRO TEMFORE,
Washington, D. C., April 29, 1954.
To the Senate:
Being temporarily absent from the Senate,
I appoint Hon. FRaNK CaRLSON, a Senator
from the State of Kansas, to perform the
duties of the Chair during mry absence.
STYLES BRIDGES,
President pro tempore.

Mr. CARLSON thereupon took the
chair as Acting President pro tempore.

THE JOURNAL

On request of Mr. ENowLAND, and by
unanimous consent, the reading of the
Journal of the proceedings of Wednes-
day, April 28, 1954, was dispensed with.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Repre-
sentatives, by Mr. Maurer, its reading
clerk, announced that the House had
agreed to the amendment of the Senate
to the bill (H. R. 6896) to extend the
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period for the filing of certain claims
under the War Claims Act of 1948 by
World War II prisoners of war.

COMMITTEE MEETING DURING
SENATE SESSION

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Committee
on Banking and Currency may meet to-
day. There are witnesses who must
testify before the committee today, and
for that reason the chairman of the
committee requested that I make the
unanimous-consent reqguest.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Is there objection? The Chair
hears none, and it is so ordered.

ORDER FOR TRANSACTION OF
ROUTINE BUSINESS

Mr. ENOWLAND. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that imme-
diately following the quorum call there
may be the customary morning hour for
the transaction of routine business, un=
der the usual 2-minute limitation on
speeches.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

Mr. KNOWLAND. I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The clerk will call the roll.

The Chief Clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. ENOWLAND. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the order
for the call of the roll be rescinded.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

CONFIRMATION OF POSTMASTER
NOMINATIONS

Mr. ENOWLAND. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that, as in ex-
ecutive session, the Senate consider the
nominations on the Executive Calendar,

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Franpers in the chair). Is there objec-
tion? The Chair hears none, and the
(t':ilerk will proceed to state the nomina-

ons.

POSTMASTERS

The Chief Clerk proceeded to state
sundry nominations of postmasters.
Mr. ENOWLAND. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the post-
gasber nominations be confirmed en
oc.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. KNOWLAND. I also ask unani-
mous consent that the President be noti-
fied forthwith of these confirmations.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, the President will be noti-
fied forthwith.

EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF
COMMITTEES

As in the executive session,
The following favorable reports of
nominations were submitted:

By Mr. BUSH, from the Committee on
Banking and Currency:

A. Jackson Goodwin, of Alabama, to be a
member of the Securities and Exchange
Commission.

By Mr. BRICKER, from the Committee on
Interstate and Forelgn Commerce:

Robert Bruce Bacon and sundry other
cadets to be ensigns in the United States
Coast Guard.

EXECUTIVE REPORT OF COMMIT-
TEE ON ARMED SERVICES

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President,
as in executive session, from the Com-
mittee on Armed Services, I report a
number of routine military nominations
in the Air Force, all in the lower com-
missioned grades.

In order to save the expense of print-
ing on the Executive Calendar of these
626 names which have already appeared
once in the ReEcorp, I ask unanimous con-
sent that these nominations be ordered
to lie on the Vice President’s desk for the
information of any Senator.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
nominations will be received and will lie
on the desk, as requested by the Senator
from Massachusetts.

OUTLINE OF MAO TSE-TUNG'S MEM-
ORANDUM ON NEW PROGRAM
FOR WORLD REVOLUTION

Mr. ENOWLAND. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent to have printed
in the body of the REcorp, as a part of
my remarks, some information which
came to me, purporting to be an outline
of Mao Tse-tung’s memorandum on the
new program for world revolution,
carried to Moscow by Chou En-lai in
March of 1953. I believe the informa-
tion substantially states the Communist
policy on world revolution. In any
event, I think the Senate may find this
matter of interest.
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There being no objection, the outline
was ordered to be printed in the REcorbp,
as follows:

AN OUTLINE OF MAO TSE-TUNG'S MEMORANDUM
oN NEw ProGRAM FOR WORLD REVOLUTION

(Carried to Moscow by Chou En-lai in March
1953)

1. ASIA TO BE THE IMMEDIATE GOAL

Due to the profound leadership of Com-
rade Stalin, amazing achievements have
been made in the great task of world revolu-
tion. The success that has been attained
both in Europe and in Asia after World War
II is entirely attributable to Comrade
Stalin's able and correct guidance and direc-
tion. May his wisdom still guide us.

It appears that time has come that we
have to look upon Asia as our immediate
geal. Under the present circumstances, any
vigorous action in Europe such as internal
revolution, effective infiltration, or intimida-
tion into inaction or submission is now im-
possible (Communist terminology is differ-
eny, this represents what it really means)
more forcible measures may bring about a
war. In Asia, on the contrary, such tactics
will yield an abundant harvest.

2. WORLD WAR TO BE TEMPORARILY AVOIDED

There is no assurance of victory because of
the higher rate of industrial production and
larger stockpile of atomic weapons on the
part of the capitalist countries, incompletion
of antiatomic defenses of the industrial
areas and oil installations in the Soviet
Union, and immaturity of China’s agri-
cultural and industrial developments. Con-
sequently, we have to, until we are certain
of victory, take a course which will not lead
to war.

3. DIPLOMATIC OFFENSIVE

The United States must be isolated by all
possible means.

Britain must be placated by being con-
vinced that there is possibility of settling
the major issues between the East and the
West and that the Communists and the
capitalist countries can live in peace. Op-
portunities for trade will have a great in-
fluence on the British mind.

In the case of France, her warweariness
and fear of Germany must be thoroughly
exploited. She must be made to feel a sense
of greater security in cooperating with us
than with the western countries.

Japan must be convinced that rearmament
endangers instead of guaranteeing her na-
tional security and that, in case of war, the
American forces distributed all over the
world cannot spare sufficient strength fecr
the defense of Japan. Rearmament is,
therefore, an expression of hostility toward
her potential friends. Her desire to trade
will offer great possibilities for steering
Japan away from the United States.

4. MILITARY PREPAREDNESS

As a final goal, there should be in east
and southeast Asia (after these areas are
liberated) 25 million well trained men who
can be immediately mobilized. These men
are to be held in readiness for emergency.
They will achieve two purposes. On the one
hand they will force the capitalist coun-
tries to keep on increasing defense expenses
until economic collapse overtakes them. On
the other hand, a mere show of force, when
time is ripe, will bring about the capitula-
tion of the ruling cliques of the countries
to be liberated.

5. THE KOREAN WAR

The important reason that we cannot win
decisive victory in Korea is our lack of naval
strength. Without naval support, we have
to confine our operations to frontal attacks
along a line limited by sea. Such actions
always entail great losses and are seldom
capable of destroying the enemy. In March
1951 I suggested to Comrade Stalin to make
use of the Soviet submarines in Asia under
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some arrangement that the Soviet Union
would not be apparently involved in the
war., Comrade Stalin preferred to be cau-
tious lest it might give the capitalist im-
perialism the pretext of expanding the war
to the Continent. I agreed with his point
of view.

Until we are better equipped for victory,
it is to our advantage to accept agreeable
terms for an armistice.

6. FORMOSA

Formosa must be incorporated into the
People’s Republic of China because of the
Government's commitment to the people. If
selzure by force is to be avoided for the
time being, the entry of the Chinese People's
Government into the United Nations may
help solve this problem. If there should
be serious obstacles to the immediate trans-
fer of Formosa to the control of the People’s
Government, a United Nations trusteeship
over Formosa as an intermediary step could
be taken into consideration.

7. INDOCHINA

We shall give the maximum assistance to
our comrades and friends in Indochina.
The experiences we have had in Korea should
enrich their knowledge in fighting for lib-
eration. The case of Indochina cannot be
compared with that of China. In Indo-
china, as in Korea, there is serious inter-
vention of the capitalist bloec, while in
China there was nothing so direct and vig-
orous. The experiences in Korea tell us
that so long as there is foreign intervention
and so long as we have no naval support,
military operations alone cannot achieve the
objective of liberation.

The military operations in Indochina
should be carried out to such an extent as
to make the war extremely unpopular
among the French people and to make the
French and Americans extremely hateful
among the Indochinese people. The object
is to force the French to back out of Indo-
china preferably through the face-saving
means of an armistic~. Once foreign in-
tervention is out of the picture, vigorous
propaganda, infiltration, forming wunited
fronts with the progressive elements in and
outside the reactionary regimes will acceler-
ate the process of liberation. A final stroke
of force will accomplish the task. Two years
may be needed for this work.

8. BURMA, THAILAND, INDONESIA, AND MALAY
PENINSULA

After the liberation of Indochina, Burma
will fall in line as good foundation has al-
ready been laid there. The then reactionary
ruling clique in Thailand will capitulate and
the country will be in the hands of the
people. The liberation of Indonesia, which
will fall to Communist camp as a ripe fruit,
will complete the circle around the Malay
Peninsula.

The British will realize, under these cir-
cumstances, the hopelessness of putting up
a fight and will withdraw as quickly as they
can. We expect that the whole process will
be competed in or before 1960.

8. JAPAN AND INDIA

By 1960 China’s military, economic and
industrial power will be so developed that
with a mere show of force by the Soviet
Union and China, the ruling clique of Japan
will capitulate and a peaceful revolution will
take place. We must be on guard against
the possibility that the United States will
choose to have war at this moment. She
may even want the war earlier. The defen-
sive and offensive preparations of the Soviet
Union and China must, therefore, be com-
pleted before 1960. Whether we can prevent
the United States from starting the war
depends upon how much success we have
in isolating her and how effective is our
peace offensive. If the war can be averted,

the success of our plan of peaceful pene-
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tration for the other parts of Asla is almost
assured.

In the case of India, only peaceful means
should be adopted. Any employment of
force will alienate ourselves from the Arabic
countries and Africa, because India is con=-
sidered to be our friend.

10. ARABIC COUNTRIES AND AFRICA

After India has been won over, the prob-
lems of the Philippines and the Arabic coun-
tries can be easily solved by economic co-
operation, alliances, united fronts, and coali-
tions. This task may be completed in 1965.
Then a wave of revolution will sweep over
the whole continent of Africa and the im-
perialists and the colonizationists will be
quickly driven into the sea. In fact this
powerful movement may have been under
way much earlier.

With Asia and Africa disconnected with
the capitalist countries in Europe, there will
be a total economic collapse in Western
Europe. There capitulation will be a matter
of course.

11, THE UNITED STATES

Crushing economic collapse and industrial
breakdown will follow the European crisis.
Canada and South America will ind them-
selves in the same hopeless and defenseless
condition. Twenty years from now, world
revolution will be an accomplished fact. If
the United States should ever start a war,
she would do so before the liberation of
Japan, the Philippines, and India. The
courses of action in that event are outlined
in the memorandum on military aid.

ADDRESS BY THE PRESIDENT BE-
FORE THE DAUGHTERS OF THE
AMERICAN REVOLUTION

Mr. CARLSON. Mr. President, the
Daughters of the American Revolution
have recently concluded their 63d Con-
tinental Congress, which was held in
Washington, D. C.

This outstanding organization, organ-
ized to perpetuate the memory and spirit
of those who achieved American inde-
pendence, and to aid in securing for
mankind the blessings of liberty, is ren-
dering a great service to the Nation at
the present time. This great, patriotic
organization has never faltered in its
stand for the continuance of the ideals
based on the teachings of our Creator,
and the furtherance of programs in the
interest of our great Nation.

At the recent convention, the mem-
bership had an opportunity again to fur-
ther affirm their faith in these prin-
ciples and ideals; and they heard many
prominent and interesting speakers on
the importance of continuing their mili-
tant, patriotic program.

Among the outstanding speakers was
the President of the United States. I
ask unanimous consent that his remarks
at the convention be made a part of the
REcorp at this point.

There being no objection, the address
was ordered to be printed in the Recorb,
as follows:

Madam President, and members and
friends of this great typically American so-
ciety [applause], it is a tremendous honor
that you accord me by inviting me to appear
before you, even though very informally and
briefly, My first message is from Mrs. Eisen-
hower [applause] who for once in a long
lifetime bowed to my wishes and remained
at her little place of rest down in Georgia

while I came to bring you greetings from
the family.
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I want to talk to you for a few moments
from the standpoint of the application of
the great principles for which this soclety
stands, which this society supports, the ap-
plication of those principles to today’s life.

I think we would not have to go to any
great length to describe what we mean by
those basic principles.

Our Founding Fathers, in writing the Dec-
laration of Independence, put it in a nut-
shell when they said:

“We hold that all men are endowed by
their Creator with certain inalienable rights."”

In that one phrase was created a political
system which demands and requires that all
men have equality of right before the law,
that they are not treated differently merely
because of social distinction, of money, of
economic standing, of intelligence or intel-
lectual capacity or anything else.

It acknowledges that man has a soul, and
for that reason is equal to every other man,
and that is the system, that is the corner-
stone, that is the principle, that is the cor-
nerstone of what we call the American
system.

There are, of course, dozens of auxiliary
principles that go along with this, but rip
out this one and you have destroyed Ameri-
ca, while many others could be at least re-
vised, studied and considered without neces-
sarily damaging our whole governmental
and political structure.

Now, how do we apply such a system In
a world where there is present one great
power complex that stands for the exact op-
posite? Remember, in the phrase I quoted
to you, “Men are endowed by their Creator.”
Our system demands the Supreme Being.
There is no question about the American
system being the translation into the po-
litical world of a deeply felt religious faith.

The system that challenges us today is
the atheistic. It is self-admitted as an
atheistic document. They believe in a ma-
terialistic dialectic, in other words, there are
no values except material values. It chal-
lenges us today in every corner of the globe.

Now, how do we approach Indochina or
debt management or taxes or France or any
other problem that looms up as important
to us in a world where no nation may live
alone? How do we approach the idea of the
equality of men which means group action
by cooperation among men as against dic-
tatorial, atheistic policy that treats man
merely as an agent, as a pawn, as an atom
to be used according to the dictates of the
ruler? That is the problem of today.

It would be interesting if we could have
the counsel of Washington, of Madison or of
Jefferson or of Franklin today after all this
span of almost two centuries, if they could
sit with us and counsel with us on these
problems. They cannot do it.

We find, like all other generations, we have
our problems. I hold they are not insolu-
ble. America can do it. [Applause.]

But remember, among equals group ac-
tion is done to the greatest extent possible
by cooperation. You are a free individual.
The general limits of your freedom are
merely these: that you do not trespass upon
equal rights of others,

In the same way, in a free society of na-
tions, we don't dictate to one of our friends
what ' they must do, and we certainly won't
tolerate any attempt of theirs to dictate to
us what to do. [Applause.]

We are a soclety of equals, both nationally
and internationally, and that is the prob-
lem. How do we marshal the great intellec-
tual, scientific, economie, financial, spiritual
resources of such a great aggregation of
equals against a single dictatorial, ruthless
enemy that threatens, through every possible
type of aggression, the peace of the world?

Now, those are the problems, and I want
to say several things: First, and I think pos-
sibly I am talking about the reasons that I
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venerate and admire the Daughters of the
American Revolution, because the very fact
that you preserve this society means that
you do venerate the system that was estab-
lished by our forefathers. Your lives, or at
least this part of your lives, your publie
service, is dedicated to the preservation of
those principles. If we are then united in
spirit, we develop a power that is unknown
to regimentation.

Woodrow Wilson said, In far better words
than could I, something of what I am trying
to get at. He said:

“The highest form of efficlency is the spon-
taneous cooperation of a free people.”

What I am trying to talk about is the great

power, the great force, that is developed by
people who believe in certain causes or a cer-
tain principle with their whole heart and
soul.
You know, there was an old feeling among
people that you could not have great elan,
great esprit in a service and at the same time
an iron discipline. People that believe that
ought to read the story of Cromwell's Iron-
gides. They had not only stern discipline
but a great elan because they believed in
something. They went into battle singing
hymns.

I sometimes wish that as we approach a
concentration, a mobilization of ourselves,
of the powers of which we are capable, that
we would meet in the idea of singing,
whether it is America the Beautiful or some-
thing else, but coming together in the idea
that here is a spirit, a belief, a determination
that can't ‘be whipped by anything in the
world, and that is all we need. [Applause.]

If any of you would allow your imagina-
tion to travel around the world, you would
find that still in the control of that part of
the world we call independent outside the
Iron Curtain, there is a great preponderance
of the world's material resources, a great
preponderance of human beings, a great in-
tellectual capacity., particularly in certain
centers, a great culture, great scientific ad-
vancement in the aggregate resources so
overwhelming as compared to the Iron Cur-
tain countries, that you sometimes wonder
why we grow tense, we grow fearful, and
that brings me back again to my one single
thought.

It is because we instinctively fear a power
that is in the hands of a single dictatorial
group or person. How do we combat that
power? Again I say by a spiritual unity
among ourselves that Is indestructible,
among ourselves as individuals, among the
nations that we are proud to call friends.

Now, that is a rough start, as I see it, of
the way we will win the cold war and prevent
a hot war, because we will bring to bear
in this search and quest for peace all the
great spiritual, intellectual, and material
values which the free world can concentrate
to this one purpose.

Underneath it all must lie this common
understanding, this common purpose: the
love of liberty, the belief in the dignity of
man, and in that to brush aside all minor
problems as unimportant, the determination
to press forward in that quest.

Now, the kind of unity of which I speak,
my friends, is not regimentation. By no
means do I believe that a democracy is to
live if each person is compelled to think the
same thought and agree on all the multi-
tudinous details that go to make up the
legislative history of a land, but I do say
this.

‘We must be bound together in common de-
votion to great ideals, in common readiness
to sacrifice for the attainment of those ideals,
and in a common comprehension of our situ-
ation in the world where we are living, how
we are living, and what in broad outline we
must do to achieve that victory.

Then, if our spiritual dedication is up to
the task, we cannot fail.
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Now, that Is something that I believe this
society does for our people. It increases and
keeps alive and nurtures that dedication to
dignity of man, to the greatness of our coun=-
try and the right of every man to walk up=-
right, fearlessly among his own equals.

I do hope that during this week you have
had a grand time In Washington. I hope
that it will not be 7 years that shall pass
before I see you again.

Thank you and good day. [Applause.]

OBSCENE LITERATURE—RESOLU-
TION OF WOMEN'S SOCIETY OF
CHRISTIAN SERVICE, BLACK
RIVER FALLS, WIS.

Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, I present
a resolution which I have received from
the Women's Society of Christian Serv-
ice of the Methodist Church at Black
River Falls, Wis. It concerns the vital
matter of protecting our Nation, particu-
larly its young people, from vile litera=
ture. I ask unanimous consent that the
resolution be printed in the Recorp, and
be thereafter appropriately referred to
the Senate Post Office and Civil Service
Committee.

There being no objection, the resolu-
tion was referred to the Committee on
Post Office and Civil Service, and or-
dered to be printed in the REecorp, as
follows:

“It appears that obscene comic books and
other literature ae being offered for sale to
juvenile persons in this area; and

“It appears that such literature is being
transported from State to State and through
the public-mail service, all to the detriment
of the parents, schnols, and religious socie=-
ties: Now, therefore, be it

“Resolved by the Women's Society of Chris-
tian Service, and upon the recommendation
of Judge Lambert Hansen, of Sparta, Wis.,
That this organization go on record as favor-
ing action to oppose this traffic; and be it
further

“Resolved, That certified coples of this
resolution be forwarded to our United States
Senators and Representatives in Congress for
proper remedial action. !

“Mabel E. Moore, Arline Zeman, Hazel
Boehlke, Agnes Manthe, Ruby Pearce,
Cleo Galston, Diana Lovell, Wilma
Dimmick, Pearl Hayes, Thelma M.
Klick, Edel Fromm, Marie Fristed,
Gladys Lund, Marie Strasburg, Marie
Nash, Dorcthy Upton, Amby Widmar,
Phyllis Harden, Mavis Dugan, Jeanne
Elein, Alice Welda, Janette E. Eotman,
Lela Westerield, Beulah Small, Aldena
Meyer, Doris Morris, Olive Bean, Ar-
line Grover.”

I hereby certify that the above resolution
is a true and correct copy of the resolution
passed by the Women’s Society of Christian
Service of the Methodist Church at Black
River Falls, Wis., on April 26, 1954,

MageL E. MOORE,
President.

INCREASED COMPENSATION OF
MEMBERS OF CONGRESS AND
THE JUDICIARY—RESOLUTION OF
ARIZONA STATE BAR ASSOCIA-
TION
Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. President, I ask

unanimous consent to have printed in

the REecorp, and appropriately referred,

a resolution adopted by the State Bar of

Arizona, relating to increased compen-

sation of Members of Congress and the

Jjudiciary.
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There being no objection, the resolu-
tion was ordered to lie on the table, and
to be printed in tk.e REcorbp, as follows:

“Be it resolved by the State Bar of Arizona
in convention assembled, That it is the sense
of this organization that the MecCarran bill,
presently before the Congress of the United
States, providing for increase in compensa-
tion for Members of the Congress and mem-
bers of the Federal judiciary, be adopted;
be it further

“Resolved, That the secretary of this or-
ganization be instructed to transmit copies
of this resolution to the Arizona congres-
sional delegation and to the chairman of the
respective Judiciary Committees of the House
and Senate of the Congress of the United
States.”

The above resolution was adopted by the
State Bar of Arizona at the regular meet-
ing on April 24, 1954.

JosErH A. CROWE,
Secretary.

HEALTH SERVICE PREPAYMENT
PLAN REINSURANCE ACT—LET-
TER

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that a letter ad-
dressed to me by the insurance commis-
sioners of the State of Nevada, relative
to the bill (S. 3114) to improve the pub-
lic health by encouraging more exten-
sive use of the voluntary prepayment
method in the provision of personal
health services, and characterizing that
administration-sponsored measure as
“very bad socialistic legislation,” may
be printed in the Recorp at this point as
a part of my remarks.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the REcorp,
as follows:

STATE oF NEVADA,
INSURANCE DEPARTMENT,
Carson City, April 20, 1954,
Hon. PATRICKE MCCARRAN,
United States Senator,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.

DeAr SENaTOR: I am writing to state a few
personal views relative to 5. 3114 as com-
mented about in my telegram of last week,

1. There is no need for a program of Fed-
eral reinsurance on accident and health
plans. The amount at risk under most all
of such plans can be assumed readily by the
original insurer without danger to its finan-
cial structure. In those few instances where
reinsurance might be deemed desirable or
necessary it is presently available from pri-
vate sources.

2. The cost of operation of the so-called
Federal Reinsurance Corporation would
come, for at least the first 5 years, from tax
moneys.

3. Voluntary accident and health insur-
ance is avallable now to all but the indi-
gent, those who will not provide the cover-
age for themselves, and the uninsurable.
This act will not provide coverage for those
people. Further, it is not the responsibility
of the Federal Government but of local gov-
ernment to care for the indigent and the un-
insurable. It should be done directly and
not as a camouflaged insurance program,

4. This bill would nullify all State insur-
ance laws relative to accident and health in-
surance as the Secretary of Health, Educa-
tion, and Welfare could determine the con-
tent of the policy form, the premium, the
Justness of claims, ete.

5. This bill would authorize the Secretary
of Health, Education, and Welfare to use as
she deems advisable the insurance depart-
ments of the several States,
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6. This bill would definitely place the Fed-
eral Government into another phase of the
insurance business.

I am enclosing a copy of the analysis of
the bill prepared by the subcommittee of the
National Association of Insurance Commis-
sioners and a copy of the resolution passed
by the executive committee of the National
Assoclation of Insurance Commissioners, of
which I am a member, at its special meeting
in Chicago April 5 and 6.

I realize, as you say in your letter of April
15, that it will be a difficult task to stop the
legislation, but regardless of who is sponsor-
ing it, I feel that it is very bad socialistic
legislation.

Your consideration to opposing this bill
and its authority for further encroachment
of the Federal Government on State rights
is requested.

Respectfully yours, :
PauL A. HAMMETL,
Insurance Commissioner,

REPORT OF A COMMITTEE

The following report of a committee
was submitted:

By Mr. POTTER, from the Committee on
Interstate and Foreign Commerce:

5.2818. A bill to amend sections 4417 and
4418 of the Revised Statutes, to authorize
biennial inspection of the hulls and boilers
of cargo vessels, and for other purposes; with
amendments (Rept. No. 1272),

REVISION OF ORGANIC ACT OF VIR-
GIN ISLANDS—REPORT OF A COM-
MITTEE

Mr. BUTLER of Nebraska. Mr. Pres-
ident, from the Committee on Interior
and Insular Affairs, I report an original
bill to revise the Organic Act of the Vir-
gin Islands of the United States, and I
submit a report (No. 1271) thereon.

This is a committee bill, worked out
by the committee after hearings in the
Virgin Islands and executive sessions
here in Washington.

The Members of the Senate will recall
that last July I introduced three meas-
ures, by request, to revise the Organic
Act of the Virgin Islands. These meas-
ures are: S. 2321, introduced at the re-
quest of the Department of the Interior;
S. 2322, introduced at the request of the
Chamber of Commerce of St. Thomas,
the most populous island of the Virgin
Islands; and S. 2323, introduced at the
request of the popularly elected Legisla-
tive Assembly of the Virgin Islands. I
stated at the time that I did not, myself,
necessarily endorse any of the three, but
that I thought that they should be be-
fore the Senate s¢ that the views of the
people of the Virgin Islands might be
had on all of them.

In accordance with my commitment,
I went to the Virgin Islands last autumn
and held quite extensive hearings and
executive conferences with the people
and officials there. I think I can state
that no one in the islands who wished to
be heard was denied the opportunity.
In addition, a large number of written
statements were submitted to me. I have
made my report to the committee and
submitted the views of the people of the
islands to the Members.

The present bill which I am reporting
on behalf of the committee combines
many of the features of each of the pre-
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vious bills with such other provisions
and changes as the committee saw fit to
make upon the basis of my report and
the views of the people of the Virgin
Islands.

Mr. President, we have a new admin-
istration in the Virgin Islands, the first
really new administration in 20 years.
President Eisenhower appointed the
Honorable Archie A. Alexander, of Des
Moines, Iowa, a Negro and a highly suc-
cessful businessman and builder, as
Governor of the Islands, and he already
has initiated some changes that are long’
overdue there.

However, Governor Alexander cannot
do the job the people of the Virgin Is-
lands and the people of the mainland
need to have done unless we give him the
proper legislative machinery. The pres-
ent Organic Act dates from 1936 and
combines many of the worst features of
the old Dutch colonial system, on which
it was based, and many of the worst fea-
tures of the stultifying paternalism that
characterized some of the legislative in-
novations of the mid-1930’s.

Revision of the 1936 Organic Act is
long overdue, and I earnestly urge that
the Senate consider the committee's bill
and act upon it at an early date.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The re-
port will be received and the bill will be
placed on the calendar.

The bill (S. 3378) to revise the Organic
Act of the Virgin Islands of the United
States, reported by Mr. ButLEr of Ne-
braska, from the Committee on Interior
and Insular Affairs, was read twice by
its title and placed on the calendar,

BILLS INTRODUCED

Bills were introduced, read the first
time, and, by unanimous consent, the
second time, and referred as follows:

By Mr. THYE:

5.3376. A bill for the relief of Neil C.
Hemmer and Mildred Hemmer; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

5.3377. A bill to provide for the effective
distribution through voluntary agencies of
surplus agricultural commodities abroad to
needy persons, to improve the foreign rela-
tions of the United States, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Agriculture and
Forestry.

(See the remarks of Mr. THYE when he in-
troduced the last above-named bill, which
appear under a separate heading.)

By Mr. BUTLER of Nebraska:

5.3378. A bill to revise the Organic Act of
the Virgin Islands of the United States;
placed on the calendar.

(See the remarks of Mr. BuTLEr of Nebraska
when he reported the above bill from the
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs,
which appear under a separate heading.)

By Mr. PURTELL:

5.3379. A bill to amend the Flammable
Fabrics Act, so as to exempt from its appli-
catlon fabrics and wearing apparel which are
not highly flammable; to the Committee on
Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

(See the remarks of Mr. PURTELL when he
Introduced the above bill, which appear un-
der a separate heading.)

By Mr. SALTONSTALL:

5.3380. A bill for the relief of the Massa-
chusetts College of Pharmacy; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. CASE:

5.3381. A bill to authorize the President to
provide assistance to an expedition to the
Antarctic in furtherance of the interests of
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the United States; to the Committee on
Armed Services.

EFFECTIVE DISTRIBUTION ABROAD
OF SURPLUS AGRICULTURAL
COMMODITIES

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, I introduce
for appropriate reference a bill to provide
an additional means for the effective dis-
tribution of surplus agricultural com-
modities.

The bill is entitled “A bill to provide for
the effective distribution through volun-
tary agencies of surplus agricultural
commodities abroad to needy persons, to
improve the foreign relations of the
United States, and for other purposes.”

Sections 1 and 2 lay the basis for dis-
‘tributing surplus foods through non=-
profit voluntary agencies acceptable to,
and registered by, the Department of
State. -

Sections 3 and 4 authorize the Presi-
dent, when he finds it to be in the public
interest, to transfer such surpluses free
of costs at domestic storage points, to
voluntary agencies for distribution in
friendly countries.

Section 5 provides that the voluntary
agency may enter into agreements with
receiving countries for bearing the cost
of packaging, ocean freight and all other
distribution costs, where it is possible to
negotiate such agreements.

Where such cost cannot be borne by
the receiving country the President, if
he deems it in the Nation’s interest, may
pay these costs or may require the dis-
tributing agency to pay for them.

Section 6 provides that distributing
agencies will insure delivery of surpluses
only to needy persons without political,
racial, or religious discrimination; that
all surpluses shall enter the country duty
free; and that either argreements be-
tween the agency and the receiving
country, or between the United States
and the receiving country, shall provide
for the kind and conditions of distribu-
tion listed above.

It also provides that where the re-
ceiving country can be induced to do
so, that the country will set up develop-
ment funds to at least the extent of one-
fourth of the market value of the food
and fiber distributed, these funds to be
set up to the credit of the nonprofit vol-
untary agency.

Section 7 provides for use of these
funds in self-help programs in the re-
ceiting country, with the mutual con-
sent of the agency, the receiving coun-
try, and under general policies laid down
by the President.

Sections 8 to 10 inclusive provide for
mutually agreed use of the funds in a
third country, for annual reports by the
agency to the United States on distribu-
tion of surpluses and use of development
funds, and finally for cancellation of
notes of the Commodity Credit Corpora-
tion to the Treasury for the value of
surpluses released by the corporation to
the distribution agency.

There are three foreign channels for
use of surpluses in farm production in
this country, namely: one, normal com-
mercial export markets; two, sale of
surpluses outside of these channels with
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acceptance of local currency for re-
investment in the purchasing countries;
and, three, distribution of surpluses
largely through church relief organiza-
tions, refugee organizations, CARE,
CROP, and other similar organizations.

My bill is intended to supply this third
channel of distribution of surpluses.

I ask unanimous consent that the bill,
together with a statement prepared by
me, be printed in the RECORD.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The hill
will be received and appropriately re-
ferred; and, without objection, the bill
and statement will be printed in the
RECORD.

The bill (S. 3377) to provide for the
effective distribution through voluntary
agencies of surplus agricultural com-
modities abroad to needy persons, to im-
prove the foreign relations of the United
States, and for other purposes, intro-
duced by Mr. THYE, was received, read
twice by its title, referred to the Com-
mittee on Agriculture and Forestry, and
ordered to be printed in the REecorp, as
follows:

Be it enacted, etc.—
DECLARATION OF POLICY

SectioN 1. It is declared to be the policy
of the United States of America to encourage
the full utilization of its surplus agricultural
commodities, to promote Iinternational
friendship by the most effective distribution
of its surplus agricultural commodities
abroad to needy persons, and to improve the
productive economy of cooperating countries.

DEFINITIONS

Sec. 2. As used in this act—

(a) The term “surplus agricultural com-
modities” shall mean any agricultural com-
modities acquired by the Department of
Agriculture or the Commodity Credit Cor-
poration in the operation of the price-sup-
port program, and any other agricultural
commodities as determined by or purchased
by the President to carry out the purposes
of this act.

(b) The term *“distribution agencles”
shall mean nonprofit voluntary agencies now
registered with the Advisory Committee on
Voluntary Foreign Aid of the Foreign Opera-
tions Administration or which may become
registered with such committee or with any
department or agency of the Government
which may hereafter succeed to the powers
and dutles thereof,

AUTHORITY OF THE PRESIDENT TO TRANSFER AND
PURCHASE SURPLUS AGRICULTURAL COMMODI-
TIES

Sec. 3. (a) Subject to the terms and con-
ditions hereinafter set forth, but without re-
gard to the provisions of sectlon 416 of the
Agricultural Act of 1949, the President is au-
thorized to transfer surplus agricultural com-
modities to distribution agencies for distri-
bution in any country designated by the
President as a cooperating country pursuant
to this act: Provided, That prior to each
such transfer the President shall have satis-
fled himself that the proposed distribution
by the distributing agency will not sub-
stitute for, and that it will displace to a
minimum practical extent, usual marketings
of the United States or friendly countries.

(b) The President is authorized to pur-
chase in the United States for such trans-
fer any dgricultural commodity when, in his
determination, to do so will serve the public
interest.

POINT OF TRANSFER

Sec. 4. Transfer of title to surplus agri-
cultural commodities to distribution agen-
cles shall be made at no cost to such agen-
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cles at points of storage in the United
States.
BURDEN OF COSTS

SEec. 5. The costs, after transfer to any dis-
tribution agency, of processing or repackag-
ing of surplus agricultural commodities, of
freight within the United States, of ocean
freight, of overseasg transportation and dis-
tribution, and of storage and administration
in the United States or overseas connected
therewith, shall be borne by the distribution
agency: Provided, however, That—

(a) such agency is authorized to negotiate
and conclude an agreement with the govern-
ment of each cooperating country in which
it proposes to distribute such commodities,
under which the government of such coun-
try shall assume so much of the costs re=-
ferred to above as Is economically feasible,
through the contribution of dollars, local cur-
rency, transportation services, or otherwise;

(b) the costs referred to above, to the ex-
tent that they are not assumed by the gov-
ernment of such country, may be reimbursed
by the President to such distribution agency,
if and to the extent that he determines such
reimbursement to be in the public interest;

(c) upon the determination of the Presi-
dent that such retransfer is in the public
interest, such distribution agency may be
authorized to cover its processing or re-
packaging costs through the retransfer, to
the processor or repackager, of a portion of
the products received hereunder, but the
quantity to be so retransferred shall in each
instance be subject to approval of the Presi-
dent; and

(d) nothing herein shall prevent the reim-
bursement of ocean frelght costs to such an
agency to the extent that shipments are
eligible for reimbursement under the pro-
visions of section 117 (c) of the Economic
Cooperation Act of 1948, as amended (62
Stat. 153; 22 U. 8. C. 1515 (c)).

CONDITIONS OF TRANSFER AND REIMBURSEMENT

Bec. 6. (a) No surplus agricultural com-
modities shall be transferred to any such
agency for distribution in any cooperating
country, nor reimbursement commitments in
connection therewith be made to any such
agency, until and unless the operation of
the agency within the country and importa-
tion of the commodities into the country free
of duty are authorized by a written oper-
ating agreement concluded between the
agency and the government of such country
or an agreement between the Government
of the United States and the government of
such country.

(b) The agreement, whether between the
distribution agency and the government of
such country or between the Government
of the United States and the government of
such country, shall also provide that dis-
tribution of said surplus agricultural com-
modities shall be made to needy persons or
groups without cost to them, and without
discrimination based on race, religion, creed,
or political affiliation; that such distribution
shall be made in accordance with programs
to be agreed upon from time to time be-
tween the distribution agency involved and
the cooperating country; and that distribu-
tion shall be subject to supervision by rep-
resentatives of United States nationality
appointed by such distribution agency.

(¢) The agreement shall also provide, un-
less the President specifically determines
otherwise, that the government of the coop-
erating country shall establish a fund in
favor of the distribution agency in local
currency to an amount equal to not less
than one-quarter of the world market value
of the surplus agricultural commodities dis-
tributed by the agency in the country under
the authority of this act, and that the gov=
ernment of the country authorizes the
agency to make use of such fund in ac-
cordance with the provisions of section 7T
of this act.
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USE OF LOCAL CURRENCIES

Sec. 7. (a) The fund established in favor
of the distribution agency pursuant to sec-
tion 6 (¢) of this act and the proceeds from
the interest therefrom shall be available for
use by the agency for development of self-
help and relief programs through loans or
grants-in-aid in the country where estab-
lished. Self-help programs shall be in the
field of sanitation, education, public health,
medicine, industry, and agriculture. All
programs using funds pursuant to section
6 (c) shall be planned and agreed upon
jointly by the distribution agency and the
cooperating country.

(b) The distribution agency shall receive
no profit from the self-help or relief pro-
grams referred to previously but may charge
to such programs the normal administrative
and operating costs properly attributable
thereto.

(¢) On the termination of operation by
the agency in any cooperating country, and
in any event not later than 20 years after
the first establishment of any fund in favor
of the agency in any such country, any un-
obligated portion of the agency's fund there-
in or of the proceeds held therein from
interest on or the repayment of loans made
out of any such fund, shall be remitted to
the government of such country.

USE OF FUNDS IN OTHER COUNTRIES

Sec. 8. With the approval of the President
and of the government establishing the fund
under sectlon 6 (c) of this act, the agency
may use an agreed portion of the fund for
self-help programs in another eountry, or
for the purchase of equipment or supplies
in another country to be used in self-help
or relief programs in the country where such
fund is established.

REPORTS

8ec. 0. Each distribution agency operating
under this act shall file with the Advisory
Committee on Voluntary Foreign Aid of the
Forelgn Operations Administration, or its
legal successor, not later than September
30 in each year a report on its operations
under this act for the year ending June 30
preceding, in such form and detail as said
committee shall prescribe. On January 1,
1056, and each year for 2 years thereafter,
the President shall transmit a report to the
Congress on the operations under this act
conducted in the previous fiscal year.

REIMBURSEMENT OF DEPARTMENT OF AGRICUL=-
TURE OR THE COMMODITY CREDIT CORPORATION

8ec. 10. In order to make payment to the
Commodity Credit Corporation for any com-
modities transferred pursuant to section 3
of this act, the Secretary of the Treasury is
authorized and directed to cancel notes is-
sued by the Commodity Credit Corporation
to the Secretary of the Treasury in amounts
equal to the value of any commodities so
transferred. The value of any commodity so
transferred, for the purpose of this section,
shall be the lower of the domestic market
price or the Commodity Credit Corporation’s
investment therein as of the date of trans-
fer, as determined by the BSecretary of
Agriculture.

The statement presented by Mr. THYE
is as follows:

BSTATEMENT BY SENATOR THYE ON UsSE oF PanT
oF FARM SURPLUSES BY VOLUNTARY AGEN-
CIES IN FOREIGN COUNTRIES
Our agricultural surplus problem is prob-

ably our most important domestic problem.

Its solution involves not only the pros-
perity of our farmers, but sooner or later
the continued prosperity of the city laborer
and industry.

And it aflects to a profound extent our
foreign relations and whether or not we have
real friends among the free nations of the
world.
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These surpluses need not be regarded as a
curse, as some seem to think; they could
well be one of our greatest blessings if only
we have the good sense to use themr as a
blessing.

We must always have sufficlent plantings
of food and fiber to meet our needs.

It is inevitable that in some years, when
all factors are favorable including such an
uncertain one as the weather, there will be
surpluses.

We must not allow the proportionately
small surpluses of our Nation's farm econ-
omy to bring poverty to our farmers.

That is the reason why I am introducing
a bill which provides a long-time practical
plan for moving our surplus food and fiber
into uses by our allies and friendly nations
where these foods and fibers are greatly
needed; where they will serve as a most
powerful means of creating new profitable
future markets for these surpluses, and at
the same time serve as powerful forces
creating good will.

There are three distinet forelgn channels
Tor use of these surpluses, and under pres-
ent circumstances it will require fullest use
of all three means of disposal to put these
surpluses where they can be used as a bless-
ing and as a means of avoiding spoilage and
waste.

The most important of these three foreign
channels is sales in normal commercial mar-
kets which as an aftermath of war in general
have shrunken by as much as 30 to 40 per-
cent.

A second channel Is that of selling sur-
pluses outside of regular commercial chan-
nels, but accepting in payment loeal cur-
rencies of the purchasing country and re-
investing these currencies largely in the
purchasing countries. Sales of this type
which do not interfere with normal commer-
cial sales and usage cannot be adequate to
absorb all our current and prospective sur-
pluses,

This view Is held by those in charge of
these sales under section 550 of the Mutual
Security Act of 1953.

In many years we will have unused sur-
pluses on our hands after we have exhausted
all disposals under the above-mentioned two
means, and will need to use our remaining
surpluses to distribute to the needy people of
our allies and friends.

By this means wastage of these surpluses
can be avoided, good will can be created, and
profitable new markets for the future can
be opened up.

My bill is intended to supply this third
channel of distribution of surpluses, largely
through nonprofit voluntary agencies such as
the church relief organizations, the refugee
organizations, CARE, CROP, and other simi-
lar organizations.

SERIOUS SURPLUS PROBLEM

Let us examine the seriousness of our
mounting surpluses and the likellhood of
zgrditional surpluses continuing in the fu-

e,

In a statement April 19 before the Grocery
Representatives, Inc., Under Secretary of
Agriculture True D. Morse summarized the
mounting seriousness of these surpluses in
the following words :

“Wheat carryover July will equal the do-
mestic needs for a full year.

“Cotton carryover doubled last year and
at the end of this crop year will be enough
to care for the Nation’s needs for a full
year.

“Corn carryover will reach a record high if
& normal corn crop is produced.

“The Government owns over 1.3 billion
pounds of butter, cheese, and dried milk, and
is having to take more,

“The Government owns enough vegetable
oils to make more than a billion pounds of
margarine.

“It costs a half-million dollars per day just
to pay storage on Government-owned stocks,
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“The Government has about 634 billion
In purchases, and loans, and other commit-
ments covering farm products—and Con-
gress has increased the limit of supports up
to $81% billion.”

Even a cursory examination into the na-
ture of farming in our Nation will reveal
the inevitability of surpluses in some years
regardless of the kind of price support or
farm program we may have.

The nature of the farm business makes a
continued full output from our farmers es-
sential. Also, the rapid improvement of our
knowledge, methods, and machinery insures
a continued rapid increase in our produc-
tivity per man, per acre, and per head of live-
stock.

FULL PRODUCTION FACTORS

These conclusions are drawn from the fol-
lowing facts:

Regardless of price, control of acreages, of
war, of peace, prosperity or depression, Amer=-
ican farmers for the past 20 years have not
varied their total crop acreage by any ap-
preciable amount.

They have planted around 350 million to
360 million acres, year in and year out.

During this same period, as we have shift-
ed rapidly from animal to tractor power, we
have greatly expanded our total available
units of fieldwork horsepower.

In 1935 we had 25 million units of power
to prepare, plant, till, and harvest our 360
million acres of cropland, or 1 unit of horse-
power for each 14 acres of cropland.

We now have over 40 million units, count-
ing each tractor as 8 units of horsepower,
or 1 unit for each 9 acres of cropland.

On the labor side during these two decades
the farmer and his family labor supply have
gradually supplied a larger and larger pro-
portion of all labor needed to operate the
farm.

Machinery and mechanical power has
made the farm gradually more self-suffi-
cient of its necessary farm labor.

Cropland, therefore, for our farms, is re=
markably stable.

Field power from crop work is abundant
and for any year is largely a fixed factor. In
addition, the average farm supplies around
80 percent or more of all labor needed to
operate the farm.

It must clearly be kept in mind that this
fixed nature does not hold only for farmers
as a whole, but for groups of farmers, and
for each farmer. It thus is a powerful force
for continued full output throughout all
agriculture, since we are still a family-farm
Nation and since mechanization has tended
to reinforce the family farm rather than
weaken it.

YOUNG FARMERS SURPLUS

Here we have an unbeatable and Inevitable
full output combination. One may ask what
are the chances that low prices and high
costs will drive the farmers away from the
farm and into industry, and in that way
stop our surplus farm production machine.

There is, in my opinion, not a chanee in
the world, for by far the biggest and most
persistent surplus our farms produce is their
surplus of prospective farmers, in the form
of farm-reared boys who would like to farm
as a lifework but who cannot find an avail-
able farm.

It probably takes about 150,000 to 200,000
new farmers each year for replacement of
those who die or retire.

We have supplied this replacement, and
an average surplus of 250,000 additional farm
boys that had to go to the city each year, for
the past 3 decades.

There seems to be no slackening or end to
this surplus of boys coming from our farms,
so there is no chance whatever that our farms
will be unmanned in future y-ars due to too
few boys who know farming and who want
to farm.

This unchanging amount of land used, this
fixed amount of power and labor, this never-
ending supply of new farmers, is still not the
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end of the story of the inevitabllity of our
surplus farm output.

The Department of Agriculture made an
elaborate and careful study in 1852 of our
agriculture’s capacity to produce.

They came up with the astounding con-
clusion that if farmers applied all the
known and readily available “know-how™
the output of the four feed crops (corn, bar-
ley, oats and sorghums) could be increased
57 percent more than the 1950 production
on the same amount of land; that cotton
output could be upped 76 percent; peanuts
by 83 percent; wheat 40 percent; tame hay
66 percent; soy beans 41 percent; and, re-
markable though it may seem, pastures by
97 percent. *

Food livestock production per unit of live-
stock has possible increases fully commen-
surate with those of crops, the report con-
cludes.

PRODUCTIVITY TO REMAIN HIGH

From these facts on the nature of the farm
business, it 1s clear that, other than setbacks
from drought years, it is more difficult if
not impossible to reverse the upward move-
ment of increased productivity of American
farms at the present state of our develop-
ment.

Acreage controls, diversion of land to
planting of legumes for soil building, and
other means will help maintain a balance,
but basically we must anticipate that sur-
pluses will occur,

Because of our own and world needs, our
agricultural machine has been geared to a
high level of productivity.

Obviously this acceleration cannot con-
tinue forever, but rash, indeed, would be the
farm economist who would predict where the
increased productivity of our American farms
will level off, especially with research paying
such good returns and with expanded re-
search and extension being heartily endorsed
and vigorously advocated by nearly everyone.

In our acreage control efforts during the
last 2 decades we have never reduced our
total crop acreage any—but merely shifted
it from one surplus producing crop to others.

We are trying to avoid that by encouraging
shifts to soil-building rather than market-
able crops.

The high fixed cost nature of the farm
business and the uncertainties and hazards
of farming make the effort for full produc-
tion not only logical but necessary.

Hence we must realize that this great con-
tinued abundance of our food and fiber—
this even, full flow from our farms of the
means of high standards of living—is one of
the greatest factors of our Nation's great-
ness and of its leadership in the world.

We must loock upon it as one of God’s rich-
est endowments to our Nation.

Let us not for once look upon it as a curse,
but as one of the greatest blessings sent to
a troubled, hungry world.

It is one of the most powerful weapons of
peace ever given to a nation.

Let us use it as such to help feed hungry
people, to help them gain strength so they
can themselves become more productive;
and finally let us use it as a far more potent
destroyer of communism than is the hydro-
gen bomb.

Communism has no greater sally than
hunger; democracy and freedom no greater
ally than a well-nourished peopla.

The bill which I have introduced is aimed
solely at using part of our farm surplus to
help us as a nation attain these ends.

It, as stated previously, provides for dis-
tribution through nonprofit voluntary agen=-

‘'WOULD BUILD GOODWILL

One of the most important results of dis-
tributing our unmarketable surpluses
through nonprofit voluntary agencles is the
goodwill that results in aid distributed un-
der the name of the United States but by
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private agencies to needy persons in a coun-

Person to person help, always marked as
coming as assistance from the United States,
rather than the over-all nation to nation
assistance, avoids the natural skepticism
that one nation has for another when such
mutual aid efforts are undertaken through
national channels.

Dollar for dollar such aid can without
doubt be extended at far less cost to the
‘United States through voluntary nonprofit
agencies, as is provided in the bill I have
introduced, than through direct governmen-
tal distribution.

This type of aid also assures that the ald
is given solely to the needy and does mnot
get into speculative channels as is often the
case in government to government distribu-
tion.

OPEN NEW FIELDS

The provisions of this bill, I am certain,
will open up a vast new field of use and dis-
tribution of our surpluses that cannot other-
wise be disposed of.

It will yield great future rewards in good-
will, and rewards for our country in ex-
panded markets.

It will result in increased productivity of
friendly countries and consequent increased
future profitable commercial intercourse be-
tween them and us.

To summarize, I believe that a servicable
use of some of our current and future un-
marketable surpluses is highly important as
a means of avoiding the spread of an aggres-
sive communism.

If these surpluses are allowed to waste,
or are dumped onto the world markets to
break normal markets, great discredit and
111 will to us will be the result,

On the other hand, if these surpluses are
used to relieve hunger, to increase produc-
tivity and trade, and to establish new future
demands without interfering with normal
private trade, we can reap rich harvests of
good -will, of reduced costs of checking ag-
gression, and of increased profitable future
trade with friendly nations.

AMENDMENT OF FLAMMABLE FABE-
RICS ACT, RELATING TO EXEMP-
TION OF CERTAIN FABRICS AND
WEARING APPAREL

Mr. PURTELL. Mr. President, I in-
troduce for appropriate reference a bill
to amend the Flammable Fabrics Act,
which I have prepared.

The bill would add scarfs made of
plain surface fabrics to the other articles
which are already exempted by present
law, namely hats, gloves and footwear.

The bill would also change the condi-
tions under which the present flam-
mability tests are conducted. At pres-
ent, samples are made bone-dry before
they are tested under commercial
standard 191-53. This bill would re-
quire samples to be tested under the nor-

conditions under which articles of
clothing are generally worn, namely in
room temperature with average humid-
ity.

The Senate and House committee re-
ports indicate that the purpose of the
Flammable Fabrics Act was to protect
the public from the danger surrounding
the use in wearing apparel of highly
flammable textiles of the types which
had caused either bodily injury or death
to numerous individuals. The bill was

‘aimed at dangerous articles of wearing

apparel, such as highly flammable chil-
dren’s cowboy playsuits, torch sweaters
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or jackets, and the like. The major haz-
ards arose from certain cotton or rayon
fabrics having fuzzy or furlike surfaces
which flash and burn with exceeding
rapidity.

The Senate and House committees
were faced with the major problem of
discriminating between the conventional
fabrics that present moderate and gen-
erally recognized hazards and the special
types of fabrics which present unusual
hazards and are highly dangerous. The
committees followed the advice of in-
dustry spokesmen and experts and in-
corporated into the law commercial
standard 191-53. Now, less than 10
months after the law is passed, the in-
dustry calls to our attention the fact
that a large percentage of silk, organdie,
batiste, veils, nettings, and so forth, have
been unexpectedly banned by that com-
mercial standard, notwithstanding the
fact that they are made of conventional
fabrics with a good record for safety
down through the years. The possibility
that these conventional fabrics might be
banned under the standards of the law
was never even broached in the hearings
and it is quite likely that closer serutiny
would have been given to commercial
standard 191-53, if this had been called
to the attention of the committees. That
is the reason why it is necessary to con-
sider amending the law within 1 year
after it has passed and about 2 months
before it goes into effect.

Although the legislative history makes
clear that scarfs of some kinds at least
were included within the terms of the
act, industry experts point out that the
only ones which present unusual hazards
and are highly dangerous are the ones
which are not made of plain surface fab-
rics. Furthermore, there is no indication
that scarfs have been made of cotton or
rayon fabriecs having fuzzy or furlike
surfaces which flash and burn with ex-
ceeding rapidity, but if they were, they
would still come under the testing pro-
cedures of the act under my bill. Hand-
kerchiefs and scarfs are used primarily
as accessories and not as regular cloth-
ing. A handkerchief can easily and
quickly be discarded or dropped if it
burns rapidly. The same observation
applies to scarfs, except that they may
take a little more time to remove. How-
ever, if scarfs are made of plain surface
fabrics, according to industry experts,
the burning time is slow enough to allow
the person to discard them.

The other amendment added by
my bill is a change in the conditions
under which the present flammability
tests are conducted. I have already
pointed out that we are surprised that
certain conventional fabrics, such as or-
gandie, batiste, veils, nettings, and so
forth, with a long record of safety per-
formance are now banned by the pres-
ent tests. Industry representatives and
experts point out that the reason is that
sample are not tested under the condi-
tions existing where those materials are
generally worn. At present, samples are
tested bone dry. My bill would require
samples to be tested under the normal
conditions under which articles of cloth-
ing are generally worn, namely, in room
temperature with average humidity.
Experts have advised me that when so
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tested, conventional fabrics such as or-
gandies, batistes, veils, nettings, and so
forth, will pass the test although silk
would not be materially helped by this
change. I believe this result will be more
in keeping with the professed purposes
of the Flammable Fabrics Act.

I intend to send this bill to the Federal
Trade Commission and to the Depart-
ment of Commerce by special messenger
for a quick appraisal of its merits and
1 will welcome any recommendation on
their part for improvement of the bill.
As soon as I obtain their views, I intend
to call a meeting of the subcommittee to
consider this urgent problem. This may
take place early next week.

I ask unanimous consent to have two
statements prepared by me and two let-
ters relating to the bill printed in the
RECORD.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
will be received and appropriately re-
ferred: and, without objection, the state-
ments and letters will be printed in the
RECORD.

The bill (S. 3379) to amend the Flam-
mable Fabrics Act, so as to exempt from
its application fabrics and wearing ap-
parel which are not highly flammable,
introduced by Mr. PURTELL, was received,
read twice by its title, and referred to
the Committee on Interstate and For-
eign Commerce.

The statements and letters presented
by Mr. PurtELL are as follows:
ExeMPTION FrRoM FLAMMABLE FABRICS AcT oF

FaBRICcS AND WEARING APPAREL NoT HIGHLY

FLAMMABLE

Senator WiLLiAM A. PurTELL, Republican,
of Connecticut, chairman of the Subcom-
mittee on Business and Consumer Interests,
introduced in the Senate today a bill which
would amend the Flammable Fabrics Act
(Public Law 88, 83d Cong.), so as to exempt
from its application fabrics and articles of
wearing apparel which are not highly flam-
mable. The Flammable Fabrics Act was ap-
proved in the 1st session of the present
Congress, on June 30, 1953. By its terms,
the act becomes effective on June 30, 1954.

Senator PUrTELL's bill would add scarfs
made of plain-surface fabrics to the other
articles which are already exempted by pres-
ent law, namely hats, gloves, and footwear.

The bill would also change the conditions
under which the present flammability tests
are conducted. At present, samples are made
bone-dry before they are tested under com-
mercial standard 191-53. Senator PURTELL'S
bill would require samples to be tested under
the normal conditions under which articles
of clothing are generally worn, namely in
room tempernture with average humidlty.

NEED FOR LEGISLATION

Senator PURTELL explained the need for
the legislation, as follows:

“The Senate and House committee reports
indicate that the purpose of the Flammable
Fabrics Act was ‘to protect the public from
the danger surrounding the use in wearing
apparel of highly flammable textiles of the
types which had caused either bodily injury
or death to numerous individuals.," The bill
was aimed at dangerous articles of wearing
apparel, such as highly flammable children’s
cowboy playsuits, torch sweaters or jackets,
and the like. The major hazards arose from
certain cotton or rayon fabrics having fuzzy
or furlike surfaces which flash and burn with
exceeding rapidity.

“The Senate and House committees were
faced with the major problem of discrim-
dnating between the conventional fabrics
that present moderate and generally recog-
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nized hazards and the special types of fab-
rics which present unusual hazards and are
highly dangerous. The committees followed
the advice of industry spokesmen and ex-
perts and incorporated into the law commer-
cial standard 191-53. Now, less than 10
months after the law is passed, the industry
calls to our attention the fact that a large
percenage of silk, organdie, batiste, veils, net-
tings, etc., have been unexpectedly banned
by that commercial standard, notwithstand-
ing the fact that they are made of conven-
tional fabrics with a good record for safety
down through the years. The possibility
that these conventional fabrics might be
banned under the standards of the law was
never even broached in the hearings and
it is quite likely that closer scrutiny would
have been given to commercial standard
191-53, if this had been called to the atten-
tion of the committees. That is the reason
why it is necessary to consider amending the
law within 1 year after it was passed and
about 2 months before it goes into effect.”

REASON FOR PARTICULAR LEGISLATIVE APPROACH

“At the request of the subcommittee, coun-
sel was asked to explore the possibility of
an administrative solution to the problem.
Counsel has advised me that the standards
laid down in the act are so clear and strin-
gent that possible administrative relief is
inadequate. For instance, the Federal Trade
Commission has been asked by members of
the industry to rule that scarfs and handker-
chiefs are not articles of wearing apparel un-
der the terms of the act but merely acces-
sories. According to committee counsel,
while handkerchiefs should not be regarded
as within the terms of the Flammable Fabrics
Act, it is quite likely that scarfs are included,
because express mention was made by Fed-
eral agency witnesses at the hearings that
scarfs that covered part of the neck and
shoulders should be regarded as wearing ap-
parel within the meaning of the terms. This
legislative history is difficult to overcome.
If handkerchiefs are excluded from the cov-
erage of the present law, as we are advised by
committee counsel, this alone will in part
take care of the silk problem, because a large
portion of sheer silkc are used in the manu-
facture of handkerchiefs. If we report out
amendments to the act, I shall advise the
committee to cover the matter of handker-
chiefs, at least in the report, to make clear
that a handkerchief is not an article of wear-
ing apparel in the sense of the act.

“Although the legislative history makes
clear that scarfs of some kinds at least were
included within the terms of the act, indus-
try experts point out that the only ones
which present unusual hazards and are
highly dangerous are the ones which are
not made of plain-surface fabrics. Further-
more, there is no indication that scarfs have
been made of cotton or rayon fabriecs having
fuzzy or furlike surfaces which flash and
burn with exceeding rapidity, but if they
were, they would still come under the testing
procedures of the act under my bill. Hand-
kerchiefs and scarfs :re used primarily as ac-
cessories and not as regular clothing. A
handkerchief can easily and quickly be dis-
carded or dropped if it burns rapidly. The
same observation applies to scarfs, except
that they may take .a little more time to
remove. However, if scarfs are made of
plain-surface fabrics, according to industry
experts, the burning time is slow enough
to allow the person to discard them.

“With the exemption of handkerchiefs and
scarfs from the act, the problem of silk is
largely solved. Sample flammability tests
on silks were recently conducted with the
following results:

Flame spread

Weight of silk: (seconds)
3 momme. 30
4 momme 3.3
5 momme 4.1
8 momme 5.0
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“As only those fabrics which burn in less
than 4 seconds are banned by the act, 5-
momme silk would generally pass the pres-
ent tests. Four momme and three momme
silk (sheer silk) is imported in large quanti-
ties into this country primarily for handker-
chiefs and scarfs. Experts point out that
while 8 momme and 4 momme silk under
present tests burns in less than 4 seconds, silk
has the characteristics of ceasing to burn
when the flame is removed from the material.
Therefore, it presents much less of a hazard
than pile synthetic materials or brushed
rayon. The fact is that silk for handker-
chiefs and scarfs was used down through the
years without its ever being considered
hazardous. The same is true of the use of
other plain-surface fabrics when used for
handkerchiefs and scarfs.

“On the other hand, except for handker-
chiefs and scarfs, it is my belief that silk
and other plain-surface fabrics, like any
other fabric which burns in less than 4 sec-
onds under the test conditions outlined in
my bill, should not be used in the manufac-
ture of articles of wearing apparel. To the
extent tta% 3 momme or 4 momme silk or
other plain-surface fabrics may be banned
from use in shirts, nightgowns, and other
wearing apparel, that is the price of safety
which we must exact from the producers of
these materials as we do from the producers
of other materials banned by the act. We
will not compromise with public safety.

“The only other amendment added by my
bill is a change in the conditions under which
the present flammability tests are conduct-
ed. I have already pointed out that we are
surprised that certain conventional fabrics,
such as organdie, batiste, veils, nettings,
etc., with a long record of safety performance
are now banned by the present tests. In-
dustry representatives and experts point out
that the reason is that samples are not test-
ed under the conditions existing where those
materials are generally worn. At present,
samples are tested bone dry. My bill would
require samples to be tested under the normal
conditions under which articles of clothing
are generally worn, namely, in room tem-
perature with average humidity. Experts
have advised me that, when so tested, con-
ventional fabrics such as organdies, batistes,
vells, nettings, ete., will pass the test, al-
though silk would not be materially helped
by this change. I believe this result will be
more in keeping with the professed purposes
of the Flammable Fabrics Act.

“I intend to send this bill to the Federal
Trade Commission and to the Department of
Commerce by special messenger for a quick
appraisal of its merits and I will welcome
any recommeiidation on their part for im-
provement of the bill. As soon as I obtain
their views I intend to call a meeting of the
subcommittee to consider this urgent prob-
lem. This may take plaee early next week.”

—_—

INQUIRY INTO COMPLAINTS AGAINST THE
FLAMMABLE FABRICS ACT

Senator WrLtam A. FurTeELL, Republican,
of Connecticut, chairman of the Subcommit-
tee on Business and Consumer Interests of
the Senate Interstate and Foreign Commerce
Committee, announced today that his group
is looking into numerous complaints that the
Flammable Fabrics Act (Public Law 88, 83d
Cong., approved June 30, 1953, effective June
30, 1954) will unduly cripple certain seg-
ments of the textile industry.

Senator PURTELL sald: “This month, the
full committee and our subcommittee have
received numerous letters to the effect that
this act, if it is allowed to become eflective
on schedule, on June 30 of this year, will

cause severe hardship to many business firms

engaged in the importation and distribution
of lightweight cotton, rayon, and silk textile
fabrics, as well as to domestic manufacturers
and distributors of some sheer fabrics which
have long been used with safety by the Amer-
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ican consumer. We are looking into these
complaints end, if we find that they are jus-
tified, we will find a solution and recommend
whatever action is necessary to the full com-
mittee.” The Senator explained that the
matter was considered in a subcommittee
meeting on April 14. As a result, discussions
are going on between the staffls of the sub-
committee, the Federal Trade Commission,
and the Department of Commerce to deter-
mine whether an administrative solution to
the problem is feasible and in the public in-
terest. “The results of initial exploration
into the feasibility of amn administrative
remedy are not too encouraging,” Senator
PurTELL 8ald. “The act is quite specific upon
the standard of flammability, and if we find
that it is unduly restrictive, we may have to
amend it,” he added.

In closing, Senator PurTELL stated: “It may
well be that section 4 of the act, in incor-
porating Commercial Standards 191-53 and
192-53 by reference, went further than the
professed purposes of the act, and that the
present testing procedures are in need of
some revision because they do not distinguish
properly between the flash-burning type of
fabrics and those that have been safely worn
for generations. If the subcommittee finds
this to be the case it will call upon the
Bureau of Standards and the industry to
recommend or develop more suitable testing
procedures to prevent the banning of con-
ventional fabrics that present no unusual
hazards and which have been worn safely
down through the years. However, I wish to
serve notice that our subcommittee will not
compromise with the public safety and that
no postponement of the effective date of the
act or weakening of the act will be recom-
mended at the risk of allowing those special
types of fabrics to be sold which present un-
usual hazards and are highly dangerous. In-
dustry itself, generally, would object to our
inviting this risk.”

The complete text of the Senator’s state-
ment is as follows:

“For several years past there have been
shocking instances of deaths and serious
bodily harm caused by wearing apparel of
highly flammable textiles. Until last year,
it was not too unusual to pick up a news-
paper and read of burnings and even deaths
suffered by children when wearing highly
flammable cowboy or Halloween suits or by
adults wearing so-called explosive sweaters,
One would read of a man driving his auto-
mobile and lighting a cigarette, with the
result that the sweater burst into flames
and seriously injured him; or of high school
girls at a prom suffering similar harm while
wearing a tulle dress, or at home when clad
with a cotton chenille dressing gown; or of
a woman wearing nitrocellulose buttons on
her dress while sitting in front of a chafing
dish, with the result that the buttons prac-
tically exploded in her face and set her
afire. I could glive instances ad nauseam.
Some of these incidents happened in waves.
Accordingly, an outraged public demanded
that something be done to put a stop to this
menace. Bills were introduced in several
State legislatures to protect the public from
this danger, but they were opposed by the
wearing-apparel industry who joined in the
chorus for Federal legislation in order to
protect the industry from the requirements
of possibly confilcting and diverse regula-
tions by the various State and communities,

“Bills to prohibit the transportation in in-
terstate commerce of highly flammable fab-
rics and wearing apparel were introduced in
the House of Representatives of the United
States beginning with the 79th Congress, 1st
session (1945). In the 80th Congress (1947-
48), the House Committee on Interstate
and Foreign Commerce held extensive hear-
ings on three flammable fabrics bills. Bim-
ilar bills were introduced during the 8ist
and B82d Congresses. In the 82d Congress,
the Senate passed unanimously on July 3,
19562, S. 2018, a bill which had many of the
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features of the present law. The House
committee also reported the bill, but the
House took no action upon it prior to the
adjournment of the ess.

“On April 16, 28, and 29, 1953, the House
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce held public hearings on 5 similar bills,
The principal objective of all these bills was
to prohibit the introduction or movement in
interstate commerce of articles of wearing
apparel and fabrics which are so highly flam-
mable as to be dangerous when worn by
individuals.

“The present law originated from H. R.
5069, which was introduced by Congressman
WoLveErTON, chairman of the House commit-
tee, at the direction of the committee, as
a ‘clean’ bill as a result of the committee
hearings and after executive consideration of
all the bills pending before the committee,

“Every witness who testified before the
committee, without exception, representing
virtually all segments of the textile indus-
tries and trades, urged prompt and effective
Federal legislation to protect the public from
the dangers of highly flasnmable wearing
apparel and fabrics used in wearing apparel,
and supported these bills in principle. More-
over, the committee was urgently requested
to take prompt action on this legislation.
It was pointed out that if this legislation was
not enacted, a variety of State and local reg-
ulations lacking in uniformity might well
ensue.

“Testimony in support of legislation on
this subject was recelved from the Federal
Trade Commission, the National Cotton
Council of America, the National Retail Dry
Goods Association, the Tufted Textile Manu-
facturers Assoclation, the Soclety of the
Plastics Industry, the Rayon and Acetate
Fiber Producers, and others. These expert
witnesses were helpful in suggesting accurate
language for the legislation. H. R. 5069,
while substantially similar to the bill that
this committee had reported favorably the
preceding year, represented a distinct im-
provement over that measure, especially in
section 4, concerning the standard of flam-
mability. Our committee reported favorably
this improved version and it became the
present law on June 30, 1953.

“Section 4 of the Flammable Fabrics Act
prescribes the standards of flammability.
Commercial standard 191-53, promulgated
by the Secretary of Commerce effective Jan-
uary 30, 1953, prescribed the standard for
flammability of clothing textiles and com-
mercial standard 192-53, promulgated by
the Secretary of Commerce effective May 22,
1953, prescribed the standard of flammability
for vinyl plastic film.

“Commercial standard 191-53 was devel-
oped as a voluntary standard through the
combined effort of a number of scientific
and technical groups and represents the
combined opinion of an industry committee
speaking for the cotton and rayon pro-
ducers, and fabric manufacturers, finishers,
converters, wholesalers, retailers, and con-
sumers coordinated by the American Asso-
ciation of Textile Chemists & Colorists and
the National Retail Dry Goods Association.
The National Bureau of Standards partici-
pated in this work by active service on tech-
nical committees, by the conduct of a wide
variety of investigational and testing work,
and by aiding in the reconciliation of dif-
ferent points of view.

*“The flammability test provided in the
commercial standard 191-53 makes use of
strips of fabric 2 by 6 inches in dimensions.
The test consists of measuring the burning
time in seconds when the test piece is
mounted in a speeclally designed apparatus
and a flame is applied in a prescribed man-
ner. Fabrics with a flame spread of more
than T seconds are classed as having normal
flammability. Those with a flame spread
of less than 4 seconds are classed as rapid
and intense burning, while those burning
in 4 to 7 seconds are rated as having inter=
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mediate flammability, The law is directed
to those fabries which are classed as rapid
and intense burning fabrics.

“Commercial standard 192-53 is the in-
dustry-approved standard with respect to
vinyl plastic film. Such film is used in the
manufacture of various articles of wearing
apparel such as raincoats, capes, hoods,
pants, and aprons. The flammability test
is prescribed in paragraph 38.11 of this
standard.

“Section 4 of the act provides for reports
by the Secretary of Commerce if he at any
time finds that the commercial standard
referred to becomes inadequate. The Sen-
ate report on this bill made clear our intent
that the ‘Secretary of Commerce shall make
continuous studies of the sultability and
effectiveness of these and related test
methods.”

“I have outlined the history, scope, and
standards of this law at some length in order
to show that the provisions of the law were
not adopted arbitrarily or without serious
reflection.

“This month the full committee and our
subcommittee have received numerous let-
ters to the effect that this act, if it is allowed
to become effective on schedule, on June 30
of this year, will cause severe hardship to
many business firms engaged in the impor-
tation and distribution of lightweight cot-
ton, rayon, and silk textile fabrics, as well
as to domestic manufacturers and distribu-
tors of some sheer fabrics which have long
been used with safety by the American
consumer.

“The question suggests itself at this point,
why did not the affected industry call these
alleged defects in the law to the attention
of the Senate and House committees? One
correspondent answers this question as
follows:

“ ‘Businessmen engaged in the distribution
of established types of textiles knew vaguely
that Federal legislation had been under con-
sideration for several years to prohibit the
sale of fabrics and wearing apparel which,
in the language of the act, are so highly
flammable as to be dangerous when worn by
individuals. It may be safely said that the
business community is strongly in favor of
such legislation. The general understand-
ing, however, was that the act merely applied
to fabrics and articles of wearing apparel
which will ignite and burn in a flash when
they come in contact with a flame or a cig-
arette. It is only in recent months that busi-
nessmen have come to realize, as a result of
laboratory tests cenducted pursuant to the
method prescribed in commercial standard
191-53, that many textile fabrics which have
never been involved in a flash burning epi-
sode will be classed as dangerously flam-
mable under the Flammable Fabrics Act, and
thus not legally salable after June 29, 1954.

“QOur subcommittee has heard mostly from
businessmen in the silk trade who say that
they were convinced that the act was passed
to protect the public from fabrics which
burn intensely and in a flash, such as
brushed rayon and other synthetic pile
fabrics, and that they never belleved that
the act would be applicable to silk, because
it is a historical fact that silk has been im-
ported into the United States for over 100
years, and to their knowledge the fabric
made from it has never endangered a person.

“It was not until silk was tested under
the standards set forth by Commercial
Standard 191-53, which were incorporated
specifically in the act, that it was discovered
that the provisions of the act would be ap-
plicable to silk. As far as is known, there
is no practicable method to render silk fire-
proof which will not make it lose its appeal-
ing softness and luster., Intensive tests are
presently being conducted by competent
chemical firms in an attempt to solve this
problem, but they will need time to conduct
their tests and research. Because silk is fre=
quently made into thin fabrics, such as
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fine sheers, chiffons, silk stockings, ete., it
will be affected by the strict standards of
flammability contained in the act. Some
businessmen estimate that the law as it is
now written will cause the banishment of
75 percent of the silk scarves and silk fabrics
which until the present have been imported
from Japan. One New York company alone
estimates that enforcement of the act will
amount to virtual confiscation of large quan-
tities of merchandise which it has had on
hand, some for as long as 3 years or more,
the total of which will amount to bundreds
of thousands of dollars.

“It is easy to understand that the act has
an effect now, even before its effective date,
as prospective customers are unwilling to buy
certain materials from wholesalers, and even
retail outlets are left holding on to large
stocks which they carried over from previous
seasons., Furthermore, many companies, in
order to prepare for the fall season this
year, made extensive purchases of affected
materials—for instance, in Japan—and have
established irrevocable letters of credit for
payment. It goes without saying that the
economy of Japan is directly affected, as 1t is
the largest producer of sheer fabrics made
of silk. Light-weight silk materials consti-
tute over 50 percent of Japan's export of silk
to the United States. The main end use of
these materials is silk scarves and veiling
which American women use as accessories to
their usual articles of clothing.

“To a lesser extent, the subcommittee has
heard from domestic manufacturers and dis-
tributors of sheer fabrics, such as organdie
fabrics and netting for evening dresses,
which, it is claimed, have had a good record
for 50 years. Laboratories are experimenting
with tests to determine the flammability of
fabrics. The subcommittee has been in-
formed by the industry that there are now
available only about 125 testing machines to
make the required tests, and the laboratories
report a heavy backlog of a great variety of
fabrics still to be tested. It is doubtful that
tests can be completed on a great many types
of fabrics prior to the present effective date
of the act.

“Furthermore, the industry advises us that
most of the light-weight fabrics which do
not meet the present tests can be treated
with flame-retarding finishes, but such fin-
ishes will cause a deterioration of the fabric
in a relatively short time, and will also cause
the color of the fabric to become yellowish
or gray in a few months. The chemists in
the finishing industry are trying to develop
a more satisfactory flame-retarding finish,
but it will take guite some time to accom-
plish this. In most cases it is not possible
to refinish goods now in inventory, and cer-
tainly nothing can be done about fabrics
already made up into wearing apparel.

“The matter was considered in a subcom-
mittee meeting on April 14, 1954. As a re-
sult, discussions are going on between the
staffs of the subcommittee, the Federal Trade
Commission, and the Department of Com-
merce to determine whether an administra-
tive solution to the problem is feasible and
in the public interest. The results of initial
exploration into the feasibility of an admin-
istrative remedy are not too encouraging.
The act is quite specific upon the standard
of flammability, as I have already shown.
Commercial Standard 191-53 was rigidly in-
corporated into the act, with the express
additional inclusion of hats, gloves, and
footwear.

“From the start, the industry objected
to complete discretion being lodged In a
Federal officilal or agency, such as in the
Secretary of Commerce or in the Federal
Trade Commission.

“When a forerunner of the act was first
introduced (H. R. 3851, 83d Cong.), it con-
tained a provision to the effect that when
in his opinion the protection of the public
interest so required, the Secretary of Com-
merce was authorized to modify or supple-
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ment the test standard of flammability pro-
vided he followed the procedure used in set-
ting up commercial standard 191-53. Many
people in industry and in the Government
felt that the Secretary of Commerce should
not have that authority. The Federal Trade
Commission sounded the death-knell of this
provision when it wrote on April 9, 1953, to
the chairman of the House committee upon
this point, as follows:

*“‘This requirement would prohibit the
Becretary of Commerce from modifying or
supplementing the test unless he obtained
the consent of 65 percent of the industry
or at least of a majority, which is a require-
ment of the commercial standard procedure.
Buch presents an unprecedented situation of
having the standard of legality or illegality
under a penal and civil statute turn upon
the consent of the industry to which the
legislation applies.’

““That flexible approach raised serious con-
stitutional doubts of the constitutionality of
the legislation. Accordingly, the House and
Senate committees wrote the existing stand-
ards developed by industry specifically into
the act, as I have explained above.

“Our subcommittee has been informed
that on some types of conventional fabrics
that have already been tested, the burning
rate is between 3.2 seconds and 3.9 seconds,
although these fabrics have never been
known to catch fire when worn by individ-
uals. I have already pointed out that, under
commercial standard 191-53, which is in-
corporated by reference into the act, fabrics
with a flame spread of less than 4 seconds
are classed as rapid and intense burning
and banned from importation, transporta-
tion, or sale in interstate or foreign com-
merce.

*“There is no doubt that the act was aimed
primarily at the banning of fabrics which
burn intensely and in a flash. H. R. 5069,
which became the present law (Public Law
88, 83d Cong.), was entitled ‘To prohibit the
introduction or movement in interstate com-
merce of articles of wearing apparel and
fabrics which are so highly flammable as to
be dangerous when worn by individuals, and
for other purposes.’

“The Senate and House reports, in discuss-
ing the purpose of the legislation, state:

* ‘The purpose of the bill * * * is to pro-
tect the public from the danger surrounding
the use in wearing apparel of highly flam-
mable textiles of the types which have caused
either bodily injury or death to numercus
individuals. The bill is limited in scope to
waaring apparel and fabrics which are In-
tended or sold for use in wearing apparel.
It will outlaw, for example, the introduction,
movement, or sale in interstate commerce
of highly flammable children's cowboy play-
suits, and the so-called torch sweaters or
jackets which have caused serious injuries
and death to a number of innocent and un-
suspecting individuals in recent years.” (See
H. Rept. No. 425, and S. Rept. No. 400, 83d
Cong., 1st sess.)

“In discussing the standards of flamma-
bility, those reports state:

“‘The major problem in formulating legis-
lation to control the use of dangerously
flammable textiles is to discriminate between
the conventional fabrics that present moder-
ate and generally recognized hazards and the
speclal types of fabrics which present un-
usual hazards and are highly dangerous.’

“It may well be that section 4 of the
act, in incorporating commercial standards
191-53 and 192-53 by reference, went further
than the professed purposes of the act, and
that the present testing procedures are in
need of some revision because they do not
distinguish properly between the flash-burn-
ing type of fabrics and those that have been
safely worn for generations. If the subcom-
mittee finds this to be the case, it will call
upon the Bureau of Standards and the in-
dustry to recommend or develop more suit-
able testing procedures to prevent the ban-
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ning of conventional fabrics that present no
unusual hazards and which have been worn
safely down through the years. However, I
wish to serve notice that our subcommittee
will not compromise with the public safety
and that no postponement of the effective
date of the act or weakening of the act will
be recommended at the risk of allowing
those special types of fabrics to be sold which
present unusual hazards and are highly dan-
gerous. Industry itself, generally, would ob-
ject to our inviting this risk.”

DEPARTMENT OF STATE,
Washington, April 27, 1954,
The Honorable WirLiam A, PURTELL,
Chairman, Subcommittee on Business
and Consumer Interests, Interstate
and Foreign Commerce Committee,
United States Senate.

DeAR SENATOR PURTELL: The Department is
gratified to learn of your announcement on
April 20 that the Subcommittee on Business
and Consumer Interests of the Senate Inter-
state and Foreign Commerce Committee is
looking into numerous complaints that the
Flammable Fabrics Act (Public Law 88, 83d
Cong., approved June 30, 1953, effective June
30, 1954) will unduly cripple certain seg-
ments of the textile industry. Similar com=-
plaints have been made to the Department
in recent months, particularly by represent-
atives of the Japanese Embassy and by im-
porters of Japanese silk fabrics and silk
articles such as handkerchiefs and scarfs.
As your press release points out, the economy
of Japan would be directly and substantially
affected by the banishment of perhaps 75
percent of the silk scarfs and silk fabrics
which until the present have been imported
from Japan. The Department is also aware
that the Flammable Fabrics Act is a matter
of concern to French, Swiss, and Italian ex-
porters of sheer fabrics and to the domestic
importers and distributors of these materials.

The Department endorses your view that
there should be no compromise with the
public safety and that no postponement of
the effective date of the act or weakening
of the act should be recommended at the risk
of allowing those special types of fabrics to be
sold which present unusual hazards and are
highly dangerous. The press release issued
by your subcommittee contains a clear state-
ment of the problems involved in preventing
loss of life or serious injury from wearing ap-
parel made of highly flammable textiles with-
out creating severe hardship to domestic and
foreign trade in materials which have long
been used with safety by the American con-
sumer. The program being undertaken by
the subcommittee and your statement con-
cerning the possible need for amendment
of the act, if it is found to be unduly re-
strictive and if no administrative remedy is
available, should help to allay the concern
of both foreign and domestic interests con-
cerning the effect of the act.

Sincerely yours,
THRUSTON B. MoORTON,
Assistant Secretary.

EMBASSY OF JAPAN,
Washington, D. C., April 23, 1954.
The Honorable WiLLiam A, PURTELL,
United States Senate.

DeAr SENATOR PUmTELL: I am writing you
to express my appreciation of your recent
statement concerning the Flammable Fabrics
Act and the severe hardship it will cause to
certain segments of the textile business, es-
peclally the silk trade. Your recognition
that the congressional intent in passing the
act was not to prohibit the sale of tradi-
tional fabrics which have been used safely
for years, but was rather to prevent the use
of dangerously flammable textiles with a
flash-burning rate, has been most encourag-
ing to the Japanese people.

The people of Japan view with complete
and sympathetic understanding the efforts of
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the Congress of the United States to protect
the American public from the recurrence of
the recently publicized and most unfortu-
nate accldents. They recognize the need for
a protective law but are hopeful that the
legislation may be so drafted or interpreted
as to permit the import of sheer silk manu-
factures, which have a long history of safe
use.

As you know, silk fabries and manufac-
tures are among the most important exports
from Japan to the United States. Any sub-
stantial reduction in this trade, even though
unintentional, would be a serious blow to
my country’s attempt to attain economic
stability.

I wish to you and your subcommittee sue-
cess in your endeavor to limit the effects of
the act to textiles which are truly dangerous.
Again may I state the thanks of the Japanese
people for your understanding approach to
their problem.

Sincerely yours,
SapAo IGUCHT,
Ambassador,

AMENDMENT OF LABOR MANAGE-
MENT RELATIONS ACT, 1947—
AMENDMENT

Mr. GOLDWATER submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by
him to the bill (S. 2650) to amend the
Labor Management Relations Act, 1947,
and for other purposes, which was or-
dered to lie on the table and to be
printed.

PROPOSED CAPITAL GAINS TAX ON
FOREIGN TRADERS

Mr. GILLETTE. Mr. President, in the
report submitted by the Senate Com-
mittee on Agriculture and Forestry on
August 23, 1950, covering the investiga-
tions of coffee prices which the Subcom-
mittee on Utilization of Farm Crops con-
ducted during 1949-50, appeared this
sentence:

About 50 percent of the long position in
coffee on the New York Coffee and Sugar
Exchange, Inc.,, as of March 31, 1950, was
owned by foreign interests, and fully 30 per-
cent controlled through one broker in
Brazil.”

Among the. several recommendations
which the committee made in its report
was this one:

No. 6: That in order to curb the undesira-
ble speculation now existing in dealing in
coffee futures the revenue laws of the United
States be amended so as to tax profits of
forelgn interests made on the commodity
exchanges of the United States.

In the appendix of the report appeared
a draft of an amendment to the Internal
Revenue Code which the committee rec-
ommended be adopted by the Congress,
As no Member of the House of Repre-
sentatives has yet offered this type of
an amendment, and in view of the fact
that the tax revision bill is now pending
before the Senate Finance Committee,
I am today submitting this proposal in
the form of an amendment to H. R. 8300
for the consideration of the Finance
Committee and of the Senate.

The amendment would impose on the
capital gains of nonresident foreign in-
dividuals, partnerships or corporations,
not engaged in trade or business in the
United States, a tax of 30 percent of the
amount by which such gains, derived
from sources within the United States,
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from sales or exchanges, exceed losses,
allocable to sources within the United
States, from such sales or exchanges.

Because of the unfortunate fact that
neither the Senate Banking and Cur-
rency Committee investigation of the
recent price rise in coffee nor the Federal
Trade Commission investigation of the
same subject has been completed, it is
impossible to know to what extent the
situation that existed in 1950 still holds
at the present time. But it is incon-
trovertible, I believe, that during the
price rise of this past December and
January foreign speculators were ex-
tremely active on the coffee exchange.
They have unquestionably earned tre-
mendous profits from their operations
and the least the American people can
expect, if they cannot be protected from
such raids on their pocketbooks, is that
those who earn these fortunes from
speculating on our commodity exchanges
should have to pay a fair tax to our
Federal Treasury.

I now submit amendments intended to
be proposed by me to the bill (H. R. 8300)
to revise the internal revenue laws of the
United States, and ask that they be re=
ferred to the Committee on Finance.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendments will be received and print-
ed, and will be referred to the Commit-
tee on Finance.

AMENDMENT OF LABOR MANAGE-
MENT RELATIONS ACT, 19%47—
MINORITY VIEWS

Mr. MURRAY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the views of the
minority on Senate bill 2650, to amend
the Labor Management Relations Act,
1947, and for other purposes, may be sub-
mitted and printed during the recess.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

REVIEW OF DECISIONS OF GOVERN-
MENT CONTRACTING OFFICERS
IN CERTAIN CASES

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be-
fore the Senate the amendments of the
House of Representatives to the bill (S,
24) to permit review of decisions of Gov-
ernment contracting officers involving
questions of fact arising under Govern-
ment contracts in cases other than those
in which fraud is alleged, and for other
purposes, which were to strike out all
after the enacting clause and insert:

That no provision of any contract entered
into by the United States, relating to the
finality or conclusiveness of any decision of
the head of any department or agency or his
duly authorized representative or board in a
dispute involving a question arising under
such contract, shall be pleaded in any suit
now filed or to be filed as limiting judicial
review of any such decision to cases where
fraud by such official or his said representa-
tives or board is alleged: Provided, however,
That any such decision shall be final and
conclusive unless the same is fraudulent or
capricious or arbitrary or so grossly erroneous
as necessarily to imply bad faith, or is not
supported by substantial evidence.

SEec. 2. No Government contract shall con=
tain a provision making final on a question
of law the decision of any administrative of-
ficial, representative, or board.
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And to amend the title so as to read:
“An act to permit review of decisions of
the heads of departments, or their rep-
resentatives or boards, involving ques-
tions arising under Government con-
tracts.”

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, this
is a bill which passed the Senate on June
8, 1953, and which has now been passed
by the House, in amended form.

The purpose of the proposed legisla=-
tion is to overcome the inequitable ef-
fect, under the decision of the Supreme
Court in the Wunderlich case, of lan-
guage in Government contracts which
makes the decision of the contracting
officer or the head of the agency final,
with respect to questions of fact. To
put it another way, the objective of this
bill is to preserve the right of review by
the courts in cases involving action by a
contracting officer which is arbitrary,
capricious, fraudulent, or so grossly er-
roneous as necessatily to imply bad faith.

The language of the House bill, while
quite different from the langauge ap-
proved in the Senate, is designed to ac-
complish the same purpose. It is my
understanding the Department of Jus-
tice takes the view that the House lan-
guage will accomplish the same purpose
as the Senate language. It is my further
understanding that the Comptroller
General of the United States has ex-
pressed complete satisfaction with the
House language, and has declared that in
his opinion it will accomplish the pur-
poses sought to be served by the Senate
language.

As author of the Senate bill, I want
to say that I am not sure that the House
language gives protection as complete as
that which would have been given under
the language approved by the Senate.
However, I am willing to go along with
the House language, in view of the as-
surances which I have mentioned, and
the further fact that so far as I know
all others interested in this legislation
are satisfied with the language approved
by the House.

Accordingly, Mr. President, I now
move that the Senate concur in the
House amendments to the bill S. 24.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the motion of
the Senator from Nevada [Mr. McCaR-
RAN].

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. McCARRAN, I yield.

Mr. CASE. Can the Senator from
Nevada tell us how the assurance was
given that the bill was satisfactory to
the General Accounting Office? Would
the Senator kindly restate the assurance
which he voiced with reference to the
opinion of the General Accounting
Office?

Mr. McCARRAN. The General Ac-
counting Office is satisfied with the
language in the House bill. It has
assured me of that.

Mr. CASE. The Comptiroller General
has assured the Senator from Nevada on
that point?

Mr. McCARRAN. That is correct;
otherwise I would not care to go along.

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, I have no
objection.
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Mr. THYE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. McCARRAN. I yield.

Mr. THYE. As I understand, the bill
was passed by the Senate, and a similar
bill was passed by the House. The only
question involved is a modification of the
language in the Senate bill, and the two

‘bills agree in their effect, so to speak?

Mr. McCARRAN. That is correct.

Mr. THYE. There is nothing else of a
legislative nature involved. 1Is that
correct?

Mr. McCARRAN. That is correct.

Mr. THYE. I cannot see any objec-
tion to the enactment of the legislation.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the motion of
thz Senator from Nevada [Mr. McCar-
RAN].

The motion was agreed to.

ARMORING THE SUPREME COURT—
EDITORIAL FROM THE WASHING-
TON POST AND TIMES-HERALD

Mr. BUTLER of Maryland. Mr. Pres-
ident, on Saturday April 17, 1954, there
appeared in the Washington Post and
Times-Herald an editorial entitled
“Armoring the Supreme Court.” With-
in the next 2 weeks, Mr. President, de-
bate will open on the floor of the Senate
on Senate Joint Resolution 44, which I
introduced in February 1953. The joint
resolution has for its purpose the
strengthening of the Supreme Court,
both as to its composition and as to its
jurisdiction. Accordingly, I ask unani-
mous consent that the editorial be
printed at this point in the body of the
RECORD, as a part of my remarks, for the
information of the Senate.

There being no objection, the editorial
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

ARMORING THE SUFREME COURT

Too little attention has been given to the
proposed constitutional amendment re-
ported out by the Senate Judiciary Com-
mittee recently to buttress the independence
of the Supreme Court. As the Court is now
functioning smoothly, there is a strong dis-
position to let well enough alone. Some
critics of the proposal also fear that it might
cast the Court into too rigid a mold. In our
opinion, however, a strong case can be made
for fortifying the independence of the Court
in those spots where it has been attacked
in the past.

History has amply demonstrated that the
Founding Fathers, while creating an inde-
pendent Supreme Court left some gaping
holes in its armor. The most notorious of
these is the power of Congress to change the
number of Justices and thus enable the Presi-
dent and Senate indirectly to influence the
opinions of the Court. The second grave de-
fect is the constitutional phrase which en-
ables Congress to take away the Court's ap-
pellate jurisdiction. On one regrettable
occasion in 1868 Congress exercised this pow-
er to prevent the Court from hearing an
appeal involving a writ of habeas corpus.
In effect, then, enforcement of the Bill of
Rights is left to the discretion of Congress.

This bit of history should be well remem-
bered when the proposed amendment comes
up for debate. An editor named McCardle
sought a writ of habeas corpus after being
arrested by the military in the post-Civil-
War period and held for trial before a mili-
tary commission on charges that he had
published libelous and incendiary articles,

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

When his petition was denied by the lower
courts, he appealed to the Supreme Court.
But before his case could be decided by that
tribunal, Congress passed a law denying it
the right to hear appeals in habeas corpus
cases. The Court then acknowledged the
right of Congress to determine the extent of
its appellate jurisdiction and refused to
decide the case.

The proposed amendment would prevent
such legislative invasions of the judicial
sphere by specifically giving the Court appel-
late jurisdiction, both as to law and fact, “in
all cases arising under this Constitution.”
Congress might then limit appeals to the
Supreme Court in cases involving Federal
statutes, but it could not undermine the Con-
stitution by preventing enforcement of its
guaranties in the highest Court in the land.

No less important is the section perma-
nently fixing the membership of the Supreme
Court at nine. This will be generally inter-

‘preted as a Republican effort to prevent any

repetition of President Roosevelt's efforts to
pack the Court in 1937. It is probably more
significant, however, as a means of prevent-
ing the kind of congressional interference
with the Court that occurred in the Andrew
Johnson administration. Congress reduced
the number of Justices from 8 to 7 to pre-
vent the President from having any oppor-
tunity to appoint Justices who might favor
his policies. This was court-packing in
reverse.

Two other provisions have been included
in the proposed amendment. It would
force the retirement of all Supreme Court
Justices at the age of 756 and make any Jus-
tice ineligible to serve as President unless
he had been off the bench at least 5 years.
The 75-year cutoff might occasionally deprive
the Court of an Oliver Wendell Holmes, but
it would more frequently force out men no
longer capable of carrying the arduous bur-
den of a Supreme Court Justice. Five years
probably is too long a period to make a Jus-
tice wait if he wishes to resign and try for
the Presidency, but the idea of discouraging
political ambitions on the Bench is sound.
Not only that Justices sometimes need pro-
tection from politicians who are inclined to
“raid"” the Supreme Court. To our way of
thinking the advantages that would flow
from the amendment outweigh the argu-
ment against cluttering the Constitution with
details.,

COMMERCE DEPARTMENT REPORT
ON MARITIME SUBSIDY FOLICY

Mr, BUTLER of Maryland. Mr. Presi-
dent, the Commerce Department’s re-
port on Maritime Subsidy Policy, based
upon its extensive study in the light of
present national requirements for a mer-
chant marine and a shipbuilding indus-
try, will be presented to the Senate
Water Transportation Subcommittee on
Monday next, at 2:30 p. m., in room G-16
of the Capitol.

In view of the long-range significance
of the report, its importance to American
shipping, and the assistance it undoubt-
edly will afford to Members of Congress
of both Houses in connection with future
legislative proposals regarding the mari-
time industry, our subcommittee has in-
vited the members of the House Mer=
chant Marine and Fisheries Committee
to join with us in receipt of the report.

At the meeting, the Under Secretary
of Commerce for Transportation, the
Honorable Robert B. Murray, Jr., will
formally transmit the report to the Con-
gress. It was at his direction and under
his supervision that the study was made
and the report prepared, and he and his
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very competent staff have done a most
excellent job in this respect.

One of the major deterrents to posi-
tive action on behalf of this vital seg-
ment of the Nation's economy has been
the misunderstanding and lack of fact-
ual information about it and the na-
tional policies involved. Certainly the
report is coming to us at an opportune
time, for both the American merchant
marine and the vast shipbuilding in-
dustry, so mutually interdependent, one
upon the other, are in dire straits, and
are in need of immediate, as well as long-
range, consideration. This is necessary,
not alone for their future welfare, but
more particularly because it is urgent in
the public interest. Frankly, Mr. Presi-
dent, we need the merchant marine.
We cannot do without a strong shipping
and shipbuilding industry, either in war
or in peace.

The fortheoming Department of Com-
merce report, I can give assurance, will
present an overall picture of the policies
laid down in the various acts of Con-
gress with respect to establishment and
maintenance of an adequate merchant
marine. It will show how these policies
have been carried out, their cost, and
their net results.

Most importantly, the report will pre-
sent certain definite recommendations
for action by the Congress and the ad-
ministration toward a sound annual
ship-construction program consistent
with and adequate to the requirement of
a future mobilization day, as established
by the responsible defense authorities.

Such a ship-construction program is
basic to any program in this field. It is
our sincere hope that this and other
recommendations of the report will be
received with due recognition of their
importance to the national security, as
well as to the Nation’'s economic progress.

REHABILITATION AND EMPLOY-
MENT OF PHYSICALLY HANDI-
CAPPED—TRIBUTE TO GEN. MEL~-
VIN J. MAAS

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, it
was my privilege this morning to attend
the Exposition and Parade of Progress
for the Rehabilitation and Employment
of the Physically Handicapped, here in
Washington, D. C. It was quite inspir-
ing to me to visit that vast hall and view
the exhibits from all over the United
States showing what the physically
handicapped had been able to accom-
plish.

More important, I think, it was inspir-
ing because it showed what employers
can do in order to help war veterans
and other citizens who have suffered
some physical disability, and how such
handicapped persons can continue to
make a contribution to the productivity
of our Nation. Even more important,
it showed how they can gain a feeling
of being useful to themselves and of con-
tributing to the general good of society.

I hope other Members of Congress will
avail themselves of this privilege and
visit the exposition. I hope it will add
emphasis to the bill which has been in- '
troduced by the able Senator from Mon-
tana and of which I am a cosponsor call-
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ing for the establishment of a Federal
department to aid the physically handi-
capped. I hope it will enable employers
all over the United States to see what
the physically handicapped can do, and
how useful they can be, even though they
are disabled. I believe this exposition
will afford great impetus to the entire
program of aiding the physically handi-
capped to aid themselves and in turn
their Nation.

Mr. President, one last word, this
morning the first person I met was our
former colleague in the House of Rep-
resentatives, Mel Maas. This coura-
geous man has now lost his sight. How=-
ever, true to his great background and
tradition, General Maas does not de-
spair. He is active in this program of
aiding the physically handicapped. He,
by example, is showing others what can
be done. He is indeed » man of whom
this Nation can be proud.

I ask unanimous consent to have
printed in the Recorp at this point as a
part of my remarks an article entitled
“Handicap Tips From Miami,” which I
think is appropriate to the remarks I
have made. .

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the REec-
oRrD, as follows:

HaNDICAP TIPS FROM MIAMI

Thousands of physically handicapped peo-
ple are working today and living normal
lives because a boy suffered heart trouble.

When Edward was 12 years old a hastily
called physician stood by his bedside. “You
have only a few months to live,” the doctor
told the boy. “You must resign yourself.”

Hurriedly the father pushed the doctor out
of the room.

“Don’t frighten my boy,” the father said.
*Just tell me.”

After the physiclan had gone, the father
returned to Edward. The bed was empty.
The house was searched in vain. He couldn’t
be found.

His father looked in the garden and found
Edward sobbing behind the rose bushes.

“I'm going to live,” he told his father.
“I don’'t care what that doctor said, I'm
going to live. And if God lets me live I'm go-
ing to dedicate my life to helping others.”

When he was 16, Edward started a small
upholstering business employing only phys-
ically handicapped workers. Two years later
his business had expanded and the number
of employees increased and all were physical-
ly handicapped in some fashion.

Edward only lived to be 24, but today the
business he founded is still growing and
there's not a physically sound man em-
ployed there.

His father, partly in memory of Edward
has spearheaded every drive for the employ-
ment of the physically handicapped. The
first one in Miaml was Initiated in 1939 by
Edward, himself, in the form of an organ-
ization he named Independence, Inc.

According to population, Miami now leads
the Nation in physically handicapped place-
ments and has for several years, although it
is not primarily an industrial community.

Now practical businessmen have taken
over the machinery from professional and
governmental employees to make the place-
ment of the physically handicapped one of
::?tey best publicized year-around drives in the

National Employ the Physically Handi-
capped Week came to Miami in 1946 through
several governmental agencies, Much of the
advertising material was sent to the Florida
State Employment Service and men from in-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

terested agencles gathered there to form the
first local NEPH committee.

For the most part these men represented
governmental agencies working with the re-
habllitation and placement of the handi-
capped. The Florida State Employment
Service, Veterans' Administration, the VA
hospital, the Vocational Rehabilitation
Service, and the Disabled American Veterans
organization.

In the first years businessmen were not
present, with 1 or 2 notable exceptions, and
businessmen were the very ones who must
do the hiring if the movement was to be a
success.

A chairman was elected, placards were
placed in store windows of willing proprie-
tors, radio talks were arranged for, press re-
leases were mailed, and 5-minute speakers
talked at luncheon clubs.

At the end of the week, the Employment
Service counted the number of placements
made of the handicapped workers during
that time and everyone felt the affair had
been an immense success.

Then the whole thing was forgotten—as
far as publicity was concerned—until next
year. This was the usual story in most com-
munities.

The Miami story might have been similar
to that of other cities except for two things.
A local radio station, WEAT, offered time to
the Employment Service for a weekly pro-
gram devoted to the placement of the handi-
capped and * * *,

The organization Edward founded, Inde-
pendence, Inc., joined with the local NEPH
committee and then later with the Miami
Chamber of Commerce committee on place=
ment of the physically handicapped, to bring
new and sustaining life to the movement.

Edward’s father now carried on the busl-
ness his son began and with other indi-
viduals used Independence, Inc., as a stalk-
ing horse for handicap placements.

It was only natural for him to be selected
as chairman of the chamber’s committee and
this close assoclation with businessmen gave
handicap placements & new impetus.

He found the NEPH committee with a day-
timesradio program and obtained a night
spot for it on Station WQAM. For 3 years
now, under the title of “Hope Unlimited"”
it has promoted handicap placements each
week at a time when it may catch the ear
of an employer.

This program is widely credited with be-
ing a major factor in increasing handicap
placements.

The members of each committee, NEPH,
Miami Chamber of Commerce, and Independ-
ence, Inc., were interlocking by becoming
automatically members of the other com-
mittees. At no time was there any sense
of rivalry.

Edward’s father continued to work toward
interesting other organizations in doing
placement work. The Polio Foundation
made placements of polios through the di-
rector., The Miami Hearing Society coop-
erated closely with the Exployment Service
and the Vocational Rehabilitation Service to
the same end.

The Mental Health Soclety offered its serv-
ices in discovering understanding employers
who were willing to work with the emotion=-
ally unstable.

The Tuberculosis Association employed ar-
restedr cases in its own organization when
it had work for them and tried to find
jobs for those who could work only part of
& day.

The Cancer Society found employer resist-
ance to the employment of these victims of
cancer who had been disfigured by facial
operations and worked to get jobs for these
people.

The Jewish Vocational Service which was
established to ald new American to find
jobs, discovered many of them were physical-
ly handicapped and was drawn into the
movement.
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The Dade County Medical Association de=
serves a great deal of credit not only for the
part its members have played in the rehabili-
tation of the disabled, but for appearing
publically on radio stations and in print to
show that the physically handicapped could
be employed.

A new committee of the chamber of com-
merce was formed, this time by the women's
division, to push the employment of those
over 45 years of age who were having trouble
finding work because of age.

A new channel of public information to
the public was found at Radio Station WIOD
for the placement of these applicants. Now
in its second year, it has aided greatly in the
acceptance of the senior citizen as a valued
employee.

Finding that many employers were preju-
diced against hiring a man with a damaged
heart, the Heart Association employed a
part-time placement officer., Many place-
ments have been made although initially
this department was believed mainly educa-
tional. Probably Miami is unique in having
a Heart Association doing placement work.

Most of the credit for handicap place=
ments go to the businessmen of Miami who
were willing to use selective placement in
hiring those who had been partially disabled.

They found that it was indeed *‘good busi-
ness to hire the handicapped.” Placed on
the right jobs they outproduced the average
employee, had less absenteeism, no greater
accident record, and changed jobs far less
often.

One of the first was, of course, the com=-
pany Edward founded, the Empire Furniture
Co. Another was Eastern Air Lines, which
not only worked handicaps successfully, but
persuaded other airlines to try them out.

Some of them were a little squeamish at
first, fearing an unfavorable public reaction
if it were known physical handicaps were
employed by them. Of course, no such reac-
tion occurred.

Employer after employer was interested
until in 1 month 500 known placements were
made. i

What has happened in Miami can happen
in any city if interested agencies work to-
gether and businessmen can be induced to
hire the handicapped for an initial trial.
Thereafter they will be boosters for the
movement.

Initially, citations were given by the Miami
Chamber of Commerce to firms who had
hired handicaps and this encouraged others
to experiment. Now chambers in other
cities are working along these lines.

While it is good business to hire the phys-
ically handicapped, it does take a little more
thinking and planning on the part of the
employer and he deserves credit for this,
It is only fair to recognize and honor him.

All this adds up to the fact that men who
might otherwise have been selling shoe laces,
pencils, and apples on the streets are now
employed and live normal lives to the great
benefit of their families, themselves, the
community and society.

The credit for the success of handicap
placements in Miami may be divided among
hundreds—or it may be given to a small boy
crying under a rose bush and pledging him=-
self to help his fellow man.

Mr. BARRETT. Mr. President, this
morning I attended the first Exposition
and Parade of Progress for the Rehabili«
tation and Employment of the Physically
Handicapped. It is being held at the
Departmental Auditorium on Constitu-
tion Avenue, between 12th and 14th
Streets.

Mr. President, I was amazed at the
work that is being done among the han=
dicapped. I would say to all of my col-
leagues that it would be well worth their
time if they were to view the exhibits.
I was particularly interested because the




5720

vice chairman of the President’s Com-
mittee on the Employment of the Physi-
cally Handicapped is a former House
colleague of mine, Maj. Gen. Melvin J.
Maas, United States Marine Corps Re-
serve (Retired). He is giving all of his
time to that activity, and he is doing a
wonderful job.

‘We are all proud of General Maas. As
most of my colleagues know, he com-
pletely lost his eyesight a few years ago.
He has courageously carried on, and he
is now doing unselfishly a great job for
the handicapped of the country.

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, I wish to
concur in the remarks not only of the
Senator from Wyoming [Mr, BARRETT],
but also of the Senator from Florida
[Mr. SmaTHERS] in speaking about the
exhibits of the handicapped and re-
habilitated.

I wish to comment specifically because
General Maas, a former Representative,
is a Minnesota citizen. Although Gen-
eral Maas lost his eyesight, he has re-
habilitated himself. It is an inspiration
to see General Maas aiding others to
rehabilitate themselves.

General Maas was in my office only a
few weeks ago. If I had not known that
he had lost his eyesight I would not have
been aware of it, because of the manner
in which he carries himself and the man-
ner in which he actually turns his face
toward one when he speaks.

I particularly desired to refer to this
subject because only this morning the
Subcommittee on Appropriations for the
Department of Health, Education, and
Welfare, of the Committee on Appropri-
ations, considered rehabilitation funds
and vocational education funds. In my
opinion, no subject is more worthy of
consideration by Congress than that of
appropriating for the rehabilitation of
the physically handicapped and for the
granting of assistance in that field of
activity.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, apropos of the comment made by
the distinguished acting majority leader,
the Senator from Minnesota [Mr. THYE],
I wish to observe that I spent many
pleasant years in association with the
distinguished General Maas. He is one
of the great Americans I have known.
He is courageous, he is patriotic, and he
has contributed as much to the building
of a sound national defense of our coun-
try as any man that I have ever served
with on the defense committees of Con-
gress.

I wish to associate myself with the fine
tribute the distinguished acting majority
leader has paid this great man.

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, I appre-
ciate the fact that other Members of the
Senate have spoken in appreciation of
the services of Gen. Melvin J. Maas.

I have a special pleasure in hearing
what they have said, because it was also
my privilege to serve with Mel Maas in
the House of Representatives. However,
I first met him, I may say to the distin-
guished Senator from Minnesota, not
as a Member of Congress, but as a mem-
ber of the United States Marine Corps.

Mel Maas was a very loyal member of
the Marine Corps. He comes to the
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Capitol frequently to join with other
former members of the Marine Corps in
breakfasts. The most recent one of.
those breakfasts held by Members of the
House and of the Senate who are for-
mer members of the Marine Corps was
one at which I was the host. Mel Maas
sat to my left, and I can say as a matter
of personal testimony that I was tre-
mendously thrilled to see the manner in
which Mel has adapted himself to his
new situation in life. Mr. President, he
eats right along with you, and he talks
right along with you. If anyone draws
attention to his handicap, it is not Mel
Maas. He has the courage that charac-
terized his service during World War I
and World War II. It will be remem-
bered that he took a leave of absence
from the House and went into active
service in both conflicts.

Mel Maas is an inspiration to all
Americans. It is a matter of pride, as a
friend and as a former colleague in the
House of Representatives and as a for-
mer active member on duty with the
United States Marine Corps, that I salute
Mel Maas today for the great service he
continues to render in his capacity as the
President’s special appointee on the pro-
gram which is being conducted in the
Nation’s Capital today.

PUBLIC WOREKS CONSTRUCTION
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUM-
BIA

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bill (H. R. 8097) to authorize the
financing of a program of public works
construction for the District of Colum-
bia, and for other purposes.

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, I desire to
address myself to the bill which is under
consideration, House bill 8097, to au-
thorize the financing of a program of
public works construction for the District
of Columbia, and for other purposes.

The bill, by title and also by popular
reference, has been called a public works
bill. In a certain sense, that is true. It
is a revenue measure. It originated in
the House of Representatives, which
passed it on March 22, 1954. The bill
was the product, however, of extensive
joint hearings and informal joint meet-
ings of the fiscal subcommittees of the
District Committees of the other body
and of the Senate.

Copies of the hearings and of the com-
mittee report are on the desks of Sen-
ators.

The bill is intended to provide the
District of Columbia government with
added revenues of $24.4 million a year,
of which $14.2 million is from local taxes
and charges and $10.2 million from in-
creased Federal payments, The bill also
authorizes new Federal loans fo the
District of $67 million.

Present District revenues, from all
sources, local and Federal, total $137.2
million a year. With the addition of the
proposed new revenues of $24.4 million a
year, it is expected that some $30.5 mil-
lion a year, on the average, will be avail=-
able for public works—capital outlay—
over the next 10 years.
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This arrangement will finance a 10-
year construction program mnow esti-
mated at $305.3 million. In the past
10 years, the District has spent $190 mil-
lion for capital outlay. Thus, what is
now proposed is a 50 percent increase in
the rate of construction, dollarwise, for
the next 10 years, over what has been
done in the past 10 years.

At this point, Mr. President, I think it
should be pointed out that the District
of Columbia government is one govern-
ment in America which by statute has to
operate on a balanced budget. Under a
law which Congress passed some years
ago, the District of Columbia Commis- -
sioners may not present to the Congress
a budget estimate or a request for funds
for a new fiscal year out of balance with
the prospective revenues. The situation
as it now exists is that the normal con-
tinuation of the functions of government
in the District of Columbia at their pres-
ent level, with authorizations which ex-
ist for salaries to the various employees
of the District of Columbia, such as
teachers, firemen, and so forth, means
that without some new revenue the Dis-
trict of Columbia government, through
its Commissioners, would not be able to
present to the Congress for next year
any sizable construction program what-
soever. In fact, no construction pro-
gram can be presented to the Congress
unless there is some revenue in sight to
finance it.

This bill may be regarded as an at-
tempt to make it possible for the Dis-
trict of Columbia to provide necessary
improvements in the sewer and water
systems and the construction of public
buildings of one sort or another. With-
out this bill the Distriect of Columbia
would be held to the present level of ex-
penditures, which would be merely an
operating level.

The provisions of the bill which ac-
complish this needed increase in revenue
fall into four categories: local revenues,
Federal payments, Federal loans, and
miscellaneous provisions. I shall discuss
them in that order.

LOCAL REVENUES

Local revenues provided by the bill in-
clude a new sewer-service charge, au-
thority for water-rate increases, higher
assessments for water mains and sewers,
higher taxes on realty, alcoholic bever-
ages, cigarettes, gasoline, hotel rooms,
individual income, and bus companies.
The personal-property tax on household
goods is repealed. A flat fee system is
substituted for registration fees and per-
sonal-property taxes on motor vehicles.

At this point, Mr. President, I should
like to say that the House of Representa-
tives a year ago passed a bill to repeal
the personal-property tax in the District
of Columbia. The Senate Committee on
the Distriet of Columbia has not acted on
that bill directly. We felt that since the
matter of construction revenue was in
the offing, and since some additional
revenues were needed, the entire prob-
lem of revenues should be considered at
one time. Therefore, we did not take ac-
tion upon the bill presented by the
House, but held the bill in committee un-
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til the total program could be brought
before us. The bill which is now before
the Senate proposes to incorporate the
repeal of the personal-property-tax levy.

The sales tax is extended to cover
groceries at one-half the regular rate,
or 1 percent, and to cover meals over 50
cents and purchases by national banks
and Federal savings and loan associa=-
tions. A 2-percent tax is imposed on
combined rail and bus operations of
street-railroad companies in lieu of the
mileage tax they now pay. Local taxes
in the District now total $125 million a
year., These changes would add $14.2
‘million, an increase of 11 percent.

It might be noted at this point, Mr.
President, that this increase in local
taxes means an increase of about $16 a
year on a per capita basis for the Wash-
ington taxpayer.

How does this make Washington’'s
local tax burden compare with other
cities of comparable size? That is a
question” which is always raised when
revenue questions come up in either body
of the Congress.

In 1952, Mr. President, out of 13 cities
of 500,000 to- 1 million inhabitants,
Washington ranked 11th in per capita
local tax payments. It was third from
the bottom.

The proposals in the bill before the
Senate even with the increases suggested,
would leave Washington in seventh place
among those 13 cities. That would be
one below the middle point of the 13
cities, and, in dollars, it would place the
District of Columbia approximately $47
below the highest, and $40 above the
lowest, on the basis of latest available
figures.

I present that fact to the Senate as
making clear that the tax increase here
proposed would not put Washington out
of line with other cities of comparable
size. In fact, it leaves it below the cen-
ter point.

Mr. BUSH. Mr. President, will the
Senator from South Dakota yield?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. AIKEN
in the chair). Does the Senator from
. South Dakota yield to the Senator from
Connecticut?

Mr. CASE. I yield.

Mr. BUSH. How are the 13 cities
chosen?

Mr. CASE. According to population.

Mr. BUSH. Are they the 13 largest
cities?
Mr. CASE. They are cities of a size

comparable to that of Washington.

I have here, Mr. President, a table
which I should like to place in the REc-
orD, in view of the question which the
distinguished Senator from Connecticut
has asked. I think it is a very informa-
tive table. The population ficures are
taken from the 1950 census. The cities
represented are San Francisco, Boston,
Milwaukee, Minneapolis, Buffalo, New
Orleans, Washington, Cincinnati, Pitts-
burgh, Cleveland, Baltimore, Houston,
and St. Louis, in the order of position
which they now occupy, on the basis of
the total per capita tax.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the table be printed in the
Recorp at this point in my remarks, -
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There being no objection, the table
was ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,
as follows:

Comparison of tax burden and income in 13
city areas having 500,000 to 1,000,000 in-
habitants in 1950, and in the Washington
metropolitan area

Median
Total per | income 2
Popula- | capita tax | (families
tion tate- and un-
(1950) city area,!| related
1952 Indi\‘liﬂ~
8an Francisco 775,357 $197. 71 $3, 009
Boston. ... 801, 444 195. 52 2,643
Milwankee_ 637, 302 167. 48 3,340
Minneapolis___ 521, 718 166. 87 3,078
Buftalo. ... __ &80, 132 164. 40 3,079
New Orleans. --| 570, 445 161. 34 2,267
Cincinnati_____ , 95 142. 49 2,644
Pittsburgh___ 137. 36 3,314
Cleveland. . 136.34 3,153
Baltimore. - . ceeeen. 134. 45 2, 817
‘Washington__ 1] 3134.13 2975
Houston - eeeeeeae 127. 82 2,937
Bt Lonls. ... 110.17 2,718
Maryland:
Prince Georges 3,634
ounty....._.. 194,182 ® [ ety
Montgomery
ounty.—._.. 164,401 | 124.46 { : g: o
Virginia:
Fairfax County_| 98,57 | ® { i g i
Arlington
County.... .- 135, 449 102.38 4, 580
Alexandria______ 61, 787 {4 3,903 -
Falls Church.____ 7,535 0] 5, 008

1 Includes payments to State, city and overlying taxing
its.

uni
1 Denotes that income level which is higher than hall
of the unreported incomes and lower than the other hall.
. # H. R. 8097 as reported by Senate District Committee,
150.22.
1 Not available.
& Urban portion of county only.

Bource: U. B. Burean of the Ceusus. Prepared by
?&rd of Commissioners, District of Columbia, Apr. 5,

Mr. BUSH. Mr. President, will the

Senator yield?

Mr. CASE. I am glad to yield to the
Senator from Connecticut. .

Mr. BUSH. Are we to understand
from the statement by the distinguished
Senator from South Dakota that the in-
creased appropriations are to be in addi-
tion to the normal annual appropriations
which Congress makes for the operation
of the District of Columbia?

Mr. CASE. What I have been talking
about are the local revenues provided by
the citizens of the District of Columbia.

Mr. BUSH. I understood that. I
apologize for going back to an earlier
part of the Senator’s remarks, but are
not the appropriations for the improve-
ments to be in addition to the normal
annual appropriations which the Federal
Government makes for the operation of
the District of Columbia?

Mr. CASE. Ishall discuss that subject
in a little more detail shortly. Let me
say, in direct answer to the implication
of the Senator's question, that at pres-
ent there is an authorized contribution
from the Federal Government to the
District of Columbia of $11 million. The
proposals of the bill would increase the
Federal contribution to $20 million.
That would be an increase of $9 million.

Another provision of the bill would
change the water rate, and would make
the water rate which the Federal Gov-
ernment pays to the District of Colum=-
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bia comparable with that charged to
Arlington County, Va., or to other users
of city water. So the total possible in-
crease in the payment by the Federal
Government to the District of Columbia
would be $10.2 million.

Mr. BUSH. Are the revenues to which
the Senator has referred to be segregated
purely for the purposes of the improve-
ments of which the Senator has spoken?

Mr. CASE. I am very glad the Sen-
ctor from Connecticut has asked that
question, because it highlights the prob-
lem to which the committee have ad-
dressed themselves, and on which we
arrived at a specific answer. It was de-
cidec to provide that the top $6,500,000
of the increased payment to the District
of Columbia should be available or should
be in order only if the local government
produced revenues to match this amount.
In other words, the top $6,500,000 would
not be in order as an appropriation by
Congress unless the revenues proposed to
be raised by the District of Columbia
were available to match it.

Mr. BUSH. Will the Senator from
South Dakota kindly state what would
happen to the money in case the District
of Columbia Government did not match
the amount made available by the
Federal Government?

Mr. CASE. In the first place, the
funds could not be included in an appro-
priation bill. Such a provision would be
subject to a point of order as legislation
unless the matching revenues were avail-
able. Specific language to cover that
point has been included in the bill. A
little later, perhaps, we can discuss the
specific language, but I can assure the
Senator from Connecticut that the addi-
tional Federal contribution for the public
works features will be made available
only if the corresponding revenue is pro-
vided by the local District of Columbia
government.

I am reminded, in thinking about the
question further, that not only must the
revenue be available, but the revenue
must be proposed for the specific and
particular purpose of matching the Fed-
eral contribution. It is not merely that
the Distriet of Columbia may have that
amount of money in the Treasury, but it
must be offered, in effect, to show that
the money is available for an expendi-
ture for the specific purpose on a
contingent basis.

Mr. DWORSHAK. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. CASE. I yield.

Mr. DWORSHAK. Can the distin-
guished chairman of the Committee on
the District of Columbia advise the Sen-
ate whether the proposals in the bill are
in any way related to any promises made
during the 1952 campaign, first, either
to increase the benéfits for any State or
the District of Columbia in any program
such as the one proposed, or, on the other
hand, is the bill related in any way to
any pledges for economy or to seek a
balanced budget, which were made by
the Republican Party or its candidates
during the campaign?

Mr. CASE. The only relationship to
the campaign which I can see would be
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with respect to a balanced budget, be-
cause the bill provides that there must
be a balanced budget. The bill recog-
nizes the statutory provision with re-
spect to the District of Columbia to the
effect that the Commissioners may not
propose an unbalanced budget; conse-
quently, they could not propose a con-
struction program without having the
revenue in sight with which to accom-
plish it.

Mr. DWORSHAEK. My question re-
lated more directly to the balancing of
the Federal budget, rather than to the
balancing of the District of Columbia
budget. Will there be any contribution,
through the proposed legislation, toward
attaining the goal of a balanced Federal
budget?

Mr. CASE. Yes; I think I can say to
the Senator from Idaho that there will
be. When the so-called Addison report
was made, and the suggestion was car-
ried in the press and was proposed at
public meetings throughout the District
of Columbia for a $350 million public-
works program, the junior Senator from
South Dakota, as chairman of the Senate
Committee on the District of Columbia,
was invited to attend various group
meetings and to hear the various pro-
posals by the Commissioners and by the
Citizens Advisory Committee on Public
Works for the District of Columbia, who
had prepared a report dated September
26, 1953, in which they proposed a pro-
gram by which, over a period of 10 years,
the District of Columbia would contrib-
ute $100 million and the Federal Govern-
ment would contribute $100 million.
Then the suggestion was made that the
Federal Government should make a $100
million loan to the District of Columbia,
interest free, I may say to the Senator
from Idaho.

I could not conceive what an interest-
free loan would be on the part of the
Federal Government to the District of
Columbia. The Federal Government
has to sell bonds in order raise money,
and it must pay interest on those bonds.
So I simply could not understand how
the Federal Government could make an
interest-free loan to the District of
Columbia.

As I recall the suggestion which came
from the Citizens Advisory Committee of
the District of Columbia, it was proposed
that the District of Columbia should
repay the loan over a 50-year period, at
the rate of 2 percent interest a year. I
took the position that that would not
constitute a repayment of the loan be-
cause the average rate of interest which
the Federal Government would be paying
upon bonds which it sold in order to
raise the cash to lend to the District of
Columbia would itself exceed 2 percent a
year. So any so-called amortization of
the interest-free loan at the rate of 2 per-
cent a year for 50 years would not have
paid back to the Federal Government the
interest which the Federal Government
would have had to pay for the money
which it borrowed, much less retire the
principal.

I think I may say to the Senator from
Idaho, without taking too much credit,
that it was my position as chairman of
the Senate Committee on the District of
Columbia, in pointing that out in con-
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ferences with the representatives of the
Addison committee and with the Com-
missioners of the District of Columbia,
which led to a revision of the proposal.

I may say, further, that it led to a
conference which I had at the White
House with representatives from the Bu-
reau of the Budget, in which they indi-
cated they had been making a study of
the situation, and desired to make a
further study.

A conference was held, at which we
went into other phases of the question,
and the result was a complete revision
of the program as it was submitted to
Congress formally, finally, and with the
approval of the Bureau of the Budget.
That is the revised program which came
before the House and is now before the
Senate. .

Mr. DWORSHAK. Mr. President, will
the Senator further yield? -

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
MarTIN in the chair). Does the Senator
from South Dakota yield further to the
Senator from Idaho?

Mr. CASE. I yield.

Mr. DWORSHAK. The Senator from
South Dakota always inspires confidencz,
because of the thoroughness with which
he undertakes any mission. In this par-
ticular instance, after having his ex-
planation, it is apparent that he has
rendered outstanding service in expos-
ing some of the fallacies included in the
original report. So he is entitled to
commendation once more in helping to
focus the attention of Congress, through
its proper committee, upon something
which challenges Congress. I am hope-
ful that the Senator from South Dakota
will continue to maintain an interest

° in this particular measure,

Mr. CASE. The Senator from Idaho
is very generous in his remarks. I ap-
preciate the point he raised, however,
"because it helps to make the point that
we can present the bill to Congress with
the assurance that it has undergone
budget serutiny, and is not the first pro-
posal which was offered to us. It repre-
sents real study, and an attempt to
present a bill which is sound. The bill
can be presented to Congress with con-
fidence that it has had the water
squeezed out of it, so to speak, and is a
sound bill.

The next category in the bill relates
to Federal payments. The present Fed-
eral payment to the District of Columbia,
as suggested in my colloquy with the
distinguished Senator from Connecticut
[Mr. BusH], is authorized at $11 million
a year for the general fund and $1 mil-
lion a year for the water fund. In
addition, of course, the District shares
in the regular Federal aid programs of
various types available to the States,
and receives from such programs from
$5 million to $7 million a year. They
include the social-security program, the
unemployment program, and activities
of that type. .

The bill before the Senate proposes
to increase the authorized Federal pay-
ment to the general fund from $11 mil-
lion to $20 million. That is an increase
of $9 million, to which I alluded in my
colloquy with the distinguished Senator
from Connecticut [Mr. BusH].
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The bill provides that any payment to
the general fund in excess of $13.5 mil-
lion—in other words, the top $6.5 mil-
lion, assuming the full amount is appro=-
priated—shall be earmarked for public
works, capital outlay. And it provides
that this earmarked portion shall be
available only to the extent that it is
matched, dollar for dollar, by local reve=-
nues applied to capital outlay.

Mr. BUSH. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield at that point?

Mr. CASE. I am glad to yield.

Mr. BUSH. What happens to the dif-
ference between the $6.5 million and the
$9 million which is not earmarked?

Mr. CASE. It simply is not appro-
priated.

Mr. BUSH. Does that go into the gen-
eral fund of the District of Columbia?

Mr. CASE. The part that is not ear-
marked for public works?

Mr. BUSH. Yes.

Mr. CASE. That goes into the general
fund of the District of Columbia.

Mr. BUSH. Are we to understand
that the annual contribution of $11 mil-
lion would be increased by that $2.5
million?

Mr. CASE. The annual contribution
would be increased by that $2.5 million,
up to $13.5 million. Perhaps I was mis-
leading when I said that that amount
goes into the general fund. I should
have completed my statement by say-
ing it goes into the general fund for
operating expenses. So that $2.5 mil-
lion would be available for whatever
demands for operating expenses there
may be on the general fund. That
amount could be used for construction,
provided the budget otherwise permitted
it; but the top $6.5 million can be appro-
priated only for the capital fund outlay,
and is matched.

Mr. BUSH. And the other $2.5 mil-
lion could also be used for capital ex-
penditures?

Mr. CASE. If there were a desire to
use it, yes.

The bill also provides that the United
States Government will start paying for
the water it receives from the District
at regular rates, which would increase
the payment to the water fund from
the present $1 million to about $1.5 mil-
lion. And the bill applies the proposed
new sewer service charge against Federal
establishments—as it does against pri=-
vate users—which will mean an addi-
tional payment, to the new sewer fund,
of about $700,000 a year.

The total new authorized Federal
payments in the bill come to about $10.2
million a year, which would be available
in addition to the present payments of
$12 million. In both cases I am using
figures which include water payments,

* FEDERAL LOANS

The third general category of pro-
visions in the bill, Mr. President, is
Federal loans to the District.

This is not a novel idea in the Fed-
eral-District relationship. Lacking any
machinery here for public referendum
on bond issues or any authority to issue
bonds, as exists in most cities, the Dis-
trict does its banking business with the
Federal Treasury.

At the present time there is author-
ized about $50 million in Federal loans
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to the District for various special pur-
poses, most of which has not yet been
appropriated and actually borrowed.
The authorization includes $23 million
in borrowing authority for the water
fund, $4.5 million balance from the Cap-
per-Cramton Act, $5 million for the
District of Columbia share of the United
States court building, and $17.5 million
for the District of Columbia share of the
hospital center.

New Federal loans authorized in this
bill all are subject to actual later ap-
propriation of the money. They are re-
quired to be repaid in 30 equal annual
installments, at a rate of interest which
will cover the cost of the money to the
Treasury. Amortization must begin 1
year from the date of the loan. The
amounts authorized are $12 million ad-
ditional for the water fund, $5 million
for the new sanitary sewer fund, and
$50,254,000 for the highway fund.

When the bill originally was proposed
by the Commissioners, it included pro-
vision for an additional loan of about $40
million for the general fund, but that
proposal was eliminated in the commit-
tee of the other body, as recommended
by the joint subcommittee of the two
committees when the joint hearings were
held. There was a feeling, I believe, that
the total authorized debt of the city
should not become unreasonably high.
Added to the $50 million now authorized,
the $67 million debt authority remain-
ing in the bill will make a total debt
authorization of $117 million, which is
about the limit that a city of the assessed
valuation of Washington should have.

It should be pointed out, however, that
this bill provides for an authorization,
and will not actually create a debt. If
the authorization is made, the debt will
not actually be created until the money
is appropriated by the Congress and bor-
rowed by the District of Columbia.

It is not accurate to say, however, as
some critics of the committee’s action
have said, that we are trying to force the
District to remain on an unworkable
pay-as-you-go basis. Anyone with ex-
perience in local government knows
that cities and States cannot always be
run that way. That rule will continue to
apply only to the general fund of the
District; and because much of the
revenue for that fund is from taxes
whose yield is subject to the ups-and-
downs of the general economy, I believe
it may be wise to avoid debt that is a
charge on this fund.

MISCELLANEOUS

Mr. President, there are some miscel-
laneous provisions of the bill which
should be mentioned. The miscellane-
ous provisions include sections covering
the billing, collection and allocation of
revenues, the appropriation and expend-
iture of funds. A separate sanitary
sewer fund is created, taking appropriate
receipts and expenditures for this activ-
ity from the general fund. I believe the
result will be better bookkeeping which
will be of benefit to the District of Co-
lumbia finances as a whole. There are
also the usual enabling and separability
clauses.

NEED FOR REVENTES

In conclusion, Mr, President, let me

say just a brief word on the rather criti-
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cal need for the revenues proposed by
this bill.

Present and planned needs of the Dis-
trict government exceed anticipated
revenues from ©present authorized
sources. The general fund situation is
the most aggravated, as illustrated by
the lack of any proposed construction
funds in the 1955 budget. Normal con-
struction needs met from that fund run
about $10 million a year. Furthermore,
present forecasts indicate that operating
costs in the general fund will begin to
exceed revenues in fiscal 1955; and that
if no new legislation is enacted the defi-
cit will total $92 million by 1964. If a
normal capital outlay were made during
this period, without any new sources of
revenue, the deficit conceivably would be
$253 million by 1964. I may say that the
figures on this disturbing prospect were
considered at some length by the joint
subcommittees. I cannot say the fizures
were popular, insofar as the officials or
citizens of the District of Columbia were
concerned; but the figures were prepared
by the fiscal section of the city govern-
ment, on the basis of normal anticipa-
tions. The joint subcommittees were
compelled to recognize the dire prospect
as a real one, unless some New sources
of revenue are found. Consequently, in
the bill the committee sought to recog-
nize that situation, and to do something
about it. I cannot say the committee
has met the problem 100 percent, but the
committee has met it in what seems to
me to be a constructive way, all things
considered.

The situations in the case of the other
funds, aside from the general fund, are
also serious. Washington’s water supply
is not assured without extensive new
works, Of course, that is a serious state-
ment to make when we are speaking of
the National Capital. In the case of
many of the cities of the Nation, a situa-
tion endangering their water supply
would immediately thréaten the public
health, public safety, and public secu-
rity; and where there are defense in-
stallations of one sort or another, an
adequate water supply is regarded as of
the utmost national importance. The
same should apply to the Nation’s Cap-
ital. I say soberly and seriously that
without extensive new works Washing-
ton’s water supply is not assured. Its
sewage system is tremendously over-
taxed. Needs for new highway develop-
ment and a new Potomac River bridge
are dramatized daily in the growing con-
gestion of the central city area.

Presenfly available revenues for the
funds necessary to provide for these im-
provements fall far short of meeting the
needs in the decade ahead. That situa-
tion is alarming today; but 10 years from
now it will be even worse. It must be
recognized that when a program for
public works is authorized the public
works are not made available immedi-
ately upon their authorization, or imme-
diately upon the making of the appro-
priations for them. On the contrary, it
takes time to plan and to build them,
Consequently, no magic wand will be
waved, even if the pending bill shall be
passed, and even if the appropriations
authorized by it shall be made. We must
realize that we are trying to look ahead
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and not only meet the current need but
also make provision so that the Nation's
Capital will not be too far behind when
the needs of future decades arise.

Nearly 2 years ago the Commissioners
launched a study of overall long-range
public-works needs of the city. In its
present form, the plan they have devel-
oped calls for a capital outlay of $305
million in the next 10 years, divided as
follows: Water, $35.8 million; sewer,
$27.9 million; highway and bridge, $111.9
million; schools, hospital, and other
buildings, $83.3 million; storm-water
sewers, $46.4 million.

The present revenue bill often is con-
fused with this public-works program.
Technieally, the bill does not authorize
or spell out any specific program. The
program of construction will be devel-
oped from year to year by the inclusion
of specific projects in the annual appro-
priation bills,

H. R. 8097 provides revenues to meet
the $305 million program the Commis-
sioners now have in mind. It makes pos-
sible the prediction of balanced budgets
for 10 years in the highway, water, and
sanitary sewer funds, although I must
say that House bill 8097 of itself does
not provide sufficient revenues to meet
both this program and the presently
foreseen $92 million deficit in the gen-
eral fund. However, in that connection
it should be pointed out that the reve-
nues of the city themselves can undergo
fluctuations; and if we can judge by the
past, the revenues probably will increase,
considering the 10-year period as a
whole, :

If expenses do exceed revenues, as now -
anticipated—and such forecasts admit-
tedly are subject to considerable error
because of changing economic condi-
tions—the District ok viously will have to
trim its planned capital outlay or seek
new revenue sources, beyond those pro-
posed in the present bill, within a period
of 4 or 5 years, or possibly within a period
of 2 or 3 years.,

Thus, this is a minimum program, Mr.
President. It is the least we can and
should do to catch up on the city’s pub-
lic works needs.

Mr. President, I think I can say, as one
who has now been in Washington for
going on 17'% years, as a Member of
either the House of Representatives or
the Senate, that the program called for
by this bill is a minimum one if we are
to fulfill our obligations, as the legisla-
tive body for the District of Columbia,
in providing the needed improvements
to the city’s public works, in order to
make it possible for the city to meet its
needs as the capital city for this great
Nation.

COMMITTEE AMENDMENTS

Mr. President, at this time I should
like to ask that the committee amend-
ments be considered en bloc. In request-
ing that the amendments be considered
en bloe, I wish it distinctly understood
that if it is agreed that they be con-
sidered and agreed to en bloc, thereafter
any member of the Senate, including
the present speaker, will have the indi-
vidual right of requesting the consid-
eration of any of them, should he later
desire to have any of them reconsidered,
for the purpose of having them amendcd
later on.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. MAr-
TIN in the chair). Is there objection to
the request of the Senator from South
Dakota? The Chair hears none, and it is
so ordered.

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, I submit
the committee amendments en bloc as
they appear in the printed bill, and ask
for their adoption, with the understand-
ing that I shall not object to a request
for reconsideration of any individual
amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the committee amendments
are agreed to en bloc.

The committee amendments agreed to
en bloc are as follows:

On page 5, line 10, after the word “there-
of”, insert “situated in the District"”; in line
15, after the word “District.”, insert “All
water and water services furnished from the
District water supply system through any
connection thereto for direct use by the Gov-
ernment of the United States or any depart-
ment, independent establishment, or agency
thereof, situated outside the District in the
States of Maryland or Virginia, except water
and water services furnished to the United
States for the maintenance, operation, and
extension of the water system, shall be paid
for at rates comparable to those which may
be in effect and charged to State, municipal,
or county agencles or other political author-
itles or jurisdictions within the respective
States wherein said Federal facilities may
be situated for similar water service from the
District water supply system: Provided, That
conditions as to water pressure, quantity,
rates of demand, and points of connection
avallable or permissible at any time for serv-
ice outside the District, if any, shall be fixed
by the Commissioners so as to fully protect
the prior interests of water consumers with-
in the District: Provided further, That as a
condition of service, at each point of Federal
connection to the water system of the Dis-
trict for service outside the District there
shall be installed and maintained at the ex-
pense of the department, independent estab-
lishment, or agency of the United States
which Is to use water therefrom a suitable
meter or meters and incidental vaults, valves,
piping and recording devices, and such other
equipment as the Commissioners in their
discretion deem necessary to control and re-
cord the use of water through each such con-
nection."”; on page 29, line 5, after the word
“more”, strike out “$202” and insert “$202:
Provided, That in determining the total
weight of a vehicle subject to the provisions
of this clause, there shall be excluded, in
computing such weight, the weight of any
special equipment which is subject to taxa-
tion as tangible personal property under sub-
section (e) of this section”; on page 30, line
1, after the word “more”, strike out “$182”
and insert “$182: Provided, That in deter-
mining the total weight of a trailer subject
to the provisions of this class C, there shall
be excluded, in computing such weight, the
welght of any special equipment which is
subject to taxation as tangible personal
property under subsection (e) of this sec-
tion™; in line 8, after “(e)”, strike out “class
E is amended to read “class E. Motor vehi-
cles not propelled by gasoline, double the
Tees for similar vehicles propelled by gasoline,
other than motor vehicles used for the trans-
portation of passengers” and insert “by
striking therefrom *Class E. Motor vehicles
not propelled by gasoline, double the fees for
similar vehicles propelled by gasoline”; in
line 23, after the word “Columbia”, insert a
colon and “Provided, That the percentage of
Proceeds deposited to the credit of the Gen-
eral Fund shall not be less than 64 percent or
more than 74 percent of all proceeds from
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fees payable under this title”; on page 31,
after line 6, strike out:

“(e) Notwithstanding the provisions of
this act, special equipment mounted on a
motor vehicle or trailer and not used pri-
marily for the transportation of persons or
property, including, but not limited to, such
equipment as concrete mixers, air compres-
sors, power shovels, draglines, clamshells,
welding equipment, road construction or
maintenance equipment or machinery, ditch
digging equipment, winches, cranes, pile
driving equipment, well boring equipment,
liftgates, hydraulic hoists, load packers, con-
version hoists, power end gates, and other
equipment which may be added to a motor
vehicle or trailer for the purpose of permit-
ting such vehicle to be used for a special
purpose, shall continue to be taxed as pro=-
vided by law.”

And in lieu thereof insert:

“(e) Notwithstanding the provisions of
this act, special equipment mounted on a
motor vehicle or trailer and not used pri-
marily for the transportation of persons or
property shall be taxed as tangible personal
property as provided by law. For the pur-
pose of determining the fees authorized by
clause 1 of class B and class C of subsection
(b) of this seztion, the weight of special
equipment taxed in accordance with the
provisions of this subsection (e) shall be
excluded in computing the weight of the
vehicle or trailer on which it is mounted.”

On page 32, line 20, after the word “spe=
cial”, strike out “equipment,” and insert
“equipment’; in line 22, after the word
“property”, strike out “including, but not
limited to, such equipment as concrete
mixers, air compressors, power shovels, drag-
lines, clamshells, welding equipment, road
construction or maintenance equipment or
machinery, ditch digging equipment,
winches, cranes, pile driving equipment,
well boring equipment, liftgates, hydraulic
hoists, load packers, conversion hoists, power
end gates, and other equipment which may
be added to a motor vehicle or trailer for
the purpose of permitting such vehicle or
traller to be used for a special purpose, shall
continue to be taxed as provided by law” and
insert “shall be taxed as tangible personal
property as provided by law.”; on page 34,
after line 8, strike out:

“Sec. 2. (a) For the fiseal year ending
June 30, 1955, and for each fiscal year there-
after there is hereby authorized to be appro-
priated, in addition to the sums appropri-
ated under section 1 of this article, an an-
nual payment by the United States toward
defraying the expenses of the government of
the District of Columbia in the sum of
$9 million: Provided, That so much of the
aggregate annual payments by the United
States appropriated under this article to the
credit of the general fund as is in excess of
£12,500,000 shall be available for expenditure
only for capital outlay, and then only to the
extent of not more than 50 percent of the
capital outlay payable from such general
fund. Any portion of such excess not avail-
able for expenditure hereunder in any fiscal
year shall be available for expenditure in
any subsequent fiscal year upon the terms
and conditions set forth in the preceding
proviso.”

And insert:

“Sec. 2. (a) For the fiscal year ending June
30, 1955, and for each fiscal year thereafter
there is hereby authorized to be appropri-
ated, in addition to the sums appropriated
under section 1 of this article, an annual
payment by the United States toward de-
fraying the expenses of the government of
the District of Columbia in the sum of
$9 million: Provided, That so much of the
aggregate annual payments by the United
States appropriated under this article to the
credit of the general fund as is in excess of
$13,500,000 shall be available for capital
outlay only, and then on a cumulative total
basis only to the extent of not more than
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50 percent of the cumulative total of
capital outlay appropriations payable from
such general fund which becomes available
for expenditure on or after July 1, 1954."

On page 39, after line 24, strike out:

“SEec. B04. Subsectlon (a) of section 40 of
said act, as amended (sec. 25, 138, D. C. Code
1951), 1s hereby further amended by striking
out “$1" and inserting in lieu thereof
llsl.soll.il

On page 40, line 4, to change the section
number from “805" to “804”; in line 8, to
change the section number from “806" to
“805"; on page 42, line 22, after the word
“storage”, insert "and boats (excluding boats
used as places of abode)’; in line 25, after
the word “words”, etrike out *‘house” and
insert * ‘household”, and on page 51, line 18,
after the word “thereof”, strike out “1 cent”
and insert “2 cents.”

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
is open to further amendment.

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, I yield the
floor,

THE NEED FOR THE ST. LAWRENCE
SEAWAY

Mr, WILEY. Mr. President, yester-
day’s and today's Washington news-
papers contained a full-page advertise-
ment inserted by an organization which
has called itself the National St. Law-
rence Project Conference.

The advertisement is entitled “The St.
Lawrence Seaway—A Way to Waste.”
It must have been composed by a master
of deception and self-deception—yes, by
a master of unconsecious humor,

In one page of solid type, the adver-
tisement manages to crowd more non-
sense, more motheaten, hobgobblin
arguments and self-contradictory as-
sertions than I have seen in almost any
similar effort in the past decade.

The advertisement boomerangs. It is
so extreme, so transparently false that
it proves the best possible argument for
completion of action by the House of
Representatives on the Wiley bill, S.
2150, and defeat of the so-called
Brownson amendment.

Final indication of the Wiley bill’s
victory has already been given by Rep-
resentative Leo ALLEN, Chairman of the
Rules Committee and by Representative
CHARLES HALLECK, House majority
leader.

Meanwhile, however, the advertise-
ment is a sign of the utter desperation
on the antiseaway lobby. It reminds
me of the moaning that took place in
bygone years by the enemies of progress
whenever they saw that all of their sab-
otage was going to prove unavailing
against progress.

It is akin o the efforts of those who
might in years past have inserted an ad-
vertisement entitled “The Panama
Canal—A Way to Waste,” or, “The Air-
plane Industry—A Way to Waste” or,
“The Horseless Carriage—A Way to
Waste.”

The National St. Lawrence Project
Conference is weeping crocodile tears
over the project because the Conference
knows that it will soon be out of business.
History will have passed it by,

The United States Congress will at
long last have crushed the blind, pro-
vincial opposition to the seaway.

The President of the United States,
Dwight D. Eisenhower, will have
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achieved what no President in three dec-
ades could achieve, namely, a victory
over the forces of reaction, the forces
which want to hold up transportation
progress, the forces which do not visu-
alize an expanded America.

To those 19th century minds who be-
lieve that the steamboat “will not run,”
that “the airplane cannot fly,” that the
automobile “cannot transport,” I com-
mend this advertisement and urge them
to frame it on the wall.

But I urge those who believe in prog-
ress and who want progress, and those
who want a strong America to read the
advertisement and have a good laugh.

I send to the desk the text of a most
interesting article published in the April
20 issue of the Philadelphia Evening
Bulletin. The port city of Philadelphia
has long tended to be a center in which
antiseaway lobbyists have won some vic=~
tories. I believe, however, that this ar-
ticle will open many eyes. I send it to
the desk and ask unanimous consent
that it be printed at this point in the
body of the RECORD.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the REcorD,
as follows:

Facivg SEaway FacTs
(By Ralph W. Page)

The 30 years' debate about the advisability
of building the St. Lawrence Seaway from
the Atlantic to the Great Lakes has now
reached the climax.

As the matter stands, Canada has definitely
decided to construct the channel on its side
of the river if the United States fails to
cooperate. On our side the Senate has voted
to participate by a vote of 51 to 33.

Now the question is before the House of
Representatives. The Public Works Com-
mittee has approved forming a St. Lawrence
Seaway Development Corporation with a
Treasury credit of $105 million.

The only practical matter left for citizens
of Pennsylvania to discuss is whether to sup-
port this House bill or to defeat it and so
let Canada do the whole job on its side of
the river.

For years the railroads and the port au-
thorities have been bitterly opposed to any
seaway at all. They fear that it will divert a
substantial amount of western freight from
the roads and our shipping. Although it is
now entirely academie, this opposition still
persists against our shouldering any share
of the project.

In this situation it would seem that the
Philadelphia Industrial Council, CIO, has
come forward with much the most construc-
tive idea. Since the seaway is going to be
built in any event, Joseph P. Eelley, the
president, proposes that Philadelphia should
support the mutual program and proceed to
make an intensive study how to gain the
maximum advantage to the city from the
development.

Certainly if the city will be damaged by
the seaway the main burden will fall upon
the workmen.

But, representing these workers, Eelley
asserts that in fact Philadelphia will be
helped and not hurt. *“On the contrary,” he
says, “we can expect an increase of traffic
through this port and over the railroads
resulting from the economic development
and progress that will inevitably follow the
construction of the seaway.”

The thesis is that anything that helps one
part of the country is of benefit to all the
country—that history proves that any re-
gional development provides markets and
income for all the rest.

And, of course, all matters of Federal aid
are mutual affairs. The Middle West wants
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the seaway. Pennsylvania wants Federal
appropriation for deepening the Delaware
River channel. Kelley points out “this
stupid campaign in opposition to the seaway
is doing nothing but antagonizing the pro-
St. Lawrence Congressmen whose votes will
be necessary to obtain this appropriation.”

The prevailing reason why we should join
Canada in this program has nothing to do
with Philadelphia at all. It is that, in the
considered opinion of the President, the
Cabinet, the National Security Ccuncil, and
the military staff, our national security re-
quires such participation.

And it is observed that since the vast ma-
jority of the shipping through the passage
will be our vessels, we will be paying for
most of the cost in tolls, whether we own
any of it or not.

Bo whatever our interests are, or we fancy
they are, the best sense is to give in to the
inevitable, endorse our maintaining some
control over this major waterway, and pro-
ceed from here to learn how we can best
benefit by the process.

—_—

MAY DAY FESTIVITIES—FREE ELEC-
TIONS IN POLAND (S. REPT. NO.
1273)

Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, I submit
the report of the Committee on Foreign
Relations on Senate Resolution 178, sub=
mitted by the Senator from Michigan
[Mr. PorTER], Senate Concurrent Reso-
lution 58, submitted by the Senator from
Illinois [Mr, DoucLas], Senate Concur-
rent Resolution 59, Senate Concurrent
Resolution 62, and Senate Concurrent
Resolution 65, also submitted by the
Senator from Illinois.

The committee gave careful considera-
tion to these resolutions and has sought
to bring together in one resolution the
essential points which were made by
their original sponsors. It has amended
Senate Concurrent Resolution 58 by
striking out all after the heading “Con-
current resolution” and inserting lan-
guage which covers all of the resolutions
on this subject pending before the com-
mittee.

The committee felt that it would be
advisable for the Senate to act on the
subjects covered by this resolution at the
earliest possible date.

This resolution calls to the attention
of the American people the situation
throughout the world in relation to May
Day festivities. It calls attention par-
ticularly to the atrocities of the Kremlin
and the great sins of omission and com-
mission of which the leaders of the
Kremlin have been guilty. It calls at-
tention to the importance of America
resolving that we shall stand firm.

Mr. President, I ask for the immediate
consideration of the resolution.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The res-
olution will be stated by title for the
information of the Senate.

The CHiEF CLERK. A concurrent reso-
lution (S. Con. Res. 58) favoring the im-
mediate holding of free and fair elec-
tions in Poland.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the present consideration of
the resolution?

Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, no funds
or appropriations are involved. This is
simply a resolution, in substance, con-
demning the action of the Communist
world.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the present consideration
of the resolution?

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I was not aware that a request of
this kind would be made today. It is
rather unusual. It is not in keeping
with the procedures which the leaders
normally follow in matters of this kind.

The distinguished majority leader has
announced repeatedly that the business
today would be the unfinished business,
until it is concluded. I have not seen the
resolution. I am not aware of what it
contains. It may have the highest merit.
I am inclined to think that it has, con-
sidering its author. However, I hope the
Senator will defer his request until we
can have an opportunity to consider the
subject with the majority leader.

Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, I with-
draw the request. I made the state-
ment that the resolution was being re-
ported from the Committee on Foreign
Relations. The Senator from Michigan
[Mr. PorTeEr] submitted a resolution on
the same subject, and the Senator from
Illinois [Mr. Doucras] also submitted
four resolutions on the matter.

Day after tomorrow will be May 1. On
Saturday the American Legion will be
conducting May Day festivities through-
out the land. If the resolution involved
any request for an appropriation, or any-
thing of that nature, I should say that
there would be some reason for deferring
its consideration. However, if it is the
wish of the minority leader to postpone
consideration of the resolution, that will
have to be done. I have not had time
to present the subject in further detail
than I have presented it in submitting
the report from the Committee on For-
eign Relations.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. The Sen-
ator has the remainder of the day. I
have no doubt that the Senate will be in
session until 5 or 6 o'clock this evening,

Mr. WILEY. At 5:30 I am leaving for
Chicago on official business. I withdraw
my request for the second time, and I
still have heard no objection.

Mr. CASE. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The re-
quest has been withdrawn.

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, in fairness
to the minority leader and the majority
leader, let me say that so far as I know,
no request had been made of the ma-
jority leader for the consideration of the
resolution For the time being the Sena-
tor from South Dakota is acting majority
leader, during the unavoidable absence
of the distinguished Senator from Cali-
fornia [Mr EnowLAND] at a department
meeting downtown. I believe it is in
keeping with the policy that has been
established heretofore and the general
understanding between the leadership
on both sides of the aisle that requests
of this sort ought to be referred to the
majority leader and to the minority
leader, so that the program of the Sen-
ate may proceed in an orderly fashion.

In saying this the Senator from South
Dakota, neither for himself nor for the
majority leader, is expressing any oppo-
sition to the passage of the resolution or
to the very fine statement made in its
behalf by the distinguished Senator from
Wisconsin [Mr, WiLE¥], the chairman of
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the Committee on Foreign Relations.
However, I do think that in fairness to
the minority leader I should say that
what the minority leader has said is ab-
solutely correct, namely, that these mat=
ters should be presented to the leader-
ship on both sides of the aisle so that
the program may proceed in an orderly
way.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I appreciate the statement of the
distinguished acting majority leader, the
Senator from South Dakota [Mr. CAsel.
I have no doubt that the resolution is
a worthwhile measure, and I have no
doubt that the Senate will consider it,
and I base my belief solely on the state=
ment made by the distinguished chair=
man of the Committee on Foreign Re=-
lations.

However, if it is worthy of considera-
tion and if the Senate should consider
it, there is no reason why the Senator
from Wisconsin [Mr, WiLEY] should not
follow the usual procedure.

The majority leader has an obliga-
tion to protect the Senators on his side
of the aisle and to formulate the pro-
gram of the Senate. It is the purpose of
the minority, and the continuous objec=
tive of the minority, to cooperate to the
fullest extent with the majority on pro-
cedural matters.

It has been the policy, if nothing has
been discussed concerning new legisla-
tion or a new resolution or a unanimous-
consent request, other than the placing
of something in the Recorp, to have a
quorum call and to bring such a matter
to the attention of Senators on both sides
of the aisle, and then to agree, as gentle-
ﬁgré ordinarily agree, on matters of this

I would not permit a member of the
minority to make a request of this type
without full concurrence and full knowl-
edge and full consent of the majority
leader, because he is responsible for pro-
cedure in the Senate. I know that if the
Senator from Wisconsin will permit us
to explore the subject, as we do every
day on dozens of matters, the Senate
will be able to adopt the resolution before
he must leave for Chicago this afternoon.
I believe the resolution is worthy of con-
sideration or he would not have said
what he did, even though he has now
withdrawn it.

Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, I with-
drew it some time ago. I appreciate both
lectures that were delivered on the sub-
ject. I wish to say very sincerely that
this matter was laid on my desk with
the request by a number of Senators for
quick action. Ihave been in a committee
hearing all day, and I had expected to
present the matter to the majority leader
and to the minority leader, but neither
of them was in the Chamber at the time.

It is a May Day resolution, on which
I requested the Senate take immediate
action. However, I found that there was
objection to taking it up at this time.
I may say in that connection that I have
known the rules of the Senate to be sub-
ject to exceptions. However, after I
found that there was objection to the
resolution, I withdrew it. Following my
withdrawal of the resolution I was lec-
tured, as though I did not know any-
thing about the rules of the Senate,
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though this motion was no violation of
the rules. I appreciate that, too.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. No one has
undertaken to lecture the Senator from
Wisconsin. In the first place, there is
no rule on the subject which prevents
the Senator from Wisconsin doing what
he has done.

In the second place, the minority
leader has been in the Chamber since a
quarter to 12, except when he has been
called to the telephone in connection
with his duties as a Senator.

If the distinguished chairman of the
Committee on Foreign Relations had
exercised the prudence and care and
ordinary diligence which is so character-
istic of him, he could have sent a page
to the cloakroom to call the minority
leader, and the resolution probably would
have been agreed to by now. I hope to
be able later this afternoon to commu-
nicate to the distinguished Senator from
Wisconsin the views of the minority on
this subject.

Mr. WILEY. I appreciate the third
lecture very much, though the minority
leader confirms my statement he was
absent in the cloakroom.

PUBLIC WORKS CONSTRUCTION
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUM-
BIA

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bill (H. R. 8097) to authorize the
financing of a program of public-works
construction for the District of Colum-
bia, and for other purposes.

Mr. PAYNE. Mr. President, I offer
several amendments to the pending bill,
and ask that they be stated and consid-
ered en bloe.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the amendments will be con-
sidered en bloe, and the Secretary will
state the amendments.

The CHier CLERK. On page 45, line 17,
it is proposed to strike the number “Sec.
1201” and in lieu thereof insert the num-
ber “Sgc. 1202” and a new section 1201,
as follows:

Sec. 1201. (a) Section 2 of title V of the
District of Columbia Income and Franchise
Tax Act of 1947 (61 Stat. 331, 341, ch. 258),
as amended (sec. 47-1564a, D, C. Code, 1951),
is amended by striking *“$4,000"" wherever it
appears therein and inserting in lieu thereof
“$3,000.”

(b) Section 2 of title VI of such act, as
amended (sec. 47-156Ta, D. C. Code, 1951),
is amended by striking “$4,000" wherever it
appears therein and inserting in lieu thereof
“$3,000.”

Page 46, after line 7, insert a new sec-
tion 1203, as follows:

Sec. 1203, Section 1 of title VIII of the
District of Columbia Income and Franchise
Tax Act of 1947 (61 Stat. 345, ch, 258; sec.
47-1574, D. C. Code, 1951) is amended to read
as follows:

“Sec. 1. Definition of unincorporated busi-
ness: For the purposes of this article (not
alone of this title) and unless otherwise
required by the context, the words ‘un-
incorporated business’ means any trade,
business, profession, vocation, or commercial
activity, including rental of real estate and
rental of real and personal property, con-
ducted or engaged in by any individual or
group of individuals, whether resident or
nonresident, statutory or common-law trust,
estate, partnership, limited or special part-
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nership, soclety, assoclation, joint venture,
executor, administrator, receiver, trustee,
liguidator, conservator, committee, assignee,
fiduciary, joint tenants, tenants in common
or tenants by the entirety of property, or by
any other entity or fiduclary, other than a
trade or business conducted or engaged in
by a corporation which would be taxable un-
der title VII of this article.”

Page 46, line 8, renumber sections 1202
to 1204.

Page 46, starting on line 16, insert a
period after the word “drinks” and strike
all thereafter through the end of line 19.

Page 47, strike all of lines 5, 6, and 7.

Page 47, lines 18 and 19, strike the
words “other than sales of food for hu-
man consumption off the premises where
such food is sold, and.”

Page 48, strike all of lines 1 to 6, in-
clusive.

Page 48, line 7, strike “(¢)” and in lieu
thereof insert “(b).”

Page 48, strike lines 16 to 25, inclusive.

Page 49, strike lines 1 to 7, inclusive.

Page 49, line 8, renumber section 1308
to section 1306.

Page 49, line 8, strike the word “said.”

Page 49, after line 12, insert the fol-
lloav{ti)ng new sections 1307, 1308, 1309, and

Sec. 1307. Subsection (a) of section 114 of
sald District of Columbia Sales Tax Act (par.
14 (a) of sec. 47-2601, D. C. Code 1951) is
amended by adding thereto the following
paragraph (7):

“(7) The sale or charges to subscribers for
local telephone service. The term ‘local
telephone service’ shall be construed in the
same manner and to the same extent as
such term is construed under section 3465
(a) (3) of the Internal Revenue Code and
regulations relating thereto, at the time of
the enactment of these amendments to the
District of Columbia Sales Tax Act. The ex-
emptions authorized in subsections (a), (b),
(c), and (m) of section 128 of the District of
Columbia Sales Tax Act shall not apply to
local telephone service, and in lieu thereof
the same exemptions and exclusions shall be
applicable as are, at the time of the enact-
ment of these amendments to the District
of Columbia Sales Tax Act, applicable with
respect to the tax on local telephone service
imposed by said section 3465 (a) (3) of the
Internal Revenue Code. The repeal or
amendment of the Pederal tax on local tele-
phone service referred to herein shall not in
any way be construed as repealing or amend-
ing the tax on local telephone services under
the District of Columbia Sales Tax Act.”

Sec. 1308. Subsection (b) (2) of section
114 of said District of Columbia Sales Tax
Act is amended to read as follows:

“(2) Bales of transportation services and
communication services other than sales of
local telephone service as provided in this
title.”

Sec. 1309. Subsection (b) of section 114 of
sald District of Columbia Sales Tax Act is
further amended by adding thereto the fol-
lowing subparagraph (5):

“(5) Where sales of local telephone service
are rendered by means of a coin-operated
telephone available to the publie: Provided,
however, That where coin-operated telephone
service is furnished a subscriber for a guar-
anteed amount such service shall be deemed
a retall sale to the extent of such guaranteed
amount.”

Sec. 1310. Subsection (b) of section 116 of
sald Distriet of Columbia Sales Tax Act is
amended by adding thereto the following
subparagraph (6):

“(6) Amounts charged for the installation
of instruments, wires, poles, switchboards,
apparatus, and eguipment in connection
with local telephone service."
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Page 49, line 13, renumber section 1309
to section 1311.

Page 52, line 5, strike the figure “2.20”
and in lieu thereof insert “2.30.”

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing en bloc to the
amendments offered by the Senator
from Maine [Mr. PAYNE].

Mr. PAYNE. Mr. President, in offer-
ing these amendments I wish to assure
my colleagues that I am not opposing in
any way the purpose and objectives of
the very essential legislation under con-
sideration. There is no question at all
in my mind that this type of long-range
public works financing is absolutely
necessary if the Naticn’s Capital is to
avoid deterioration and decay and is to
continue as one of America's most
beautiful and inspiring cities.

At this point I wish to pay the highest
tribute to the distinguished chairman of
the Committee on the District of Colum-

J bia, the able and distinguished Senator
from the State of South Dakota [Mr,
Casel. He has worked long and hard
not only on this bill but on many other
worthwhile proposals designed to be of
benefit to the people of thz District of
Columbia—people, who, because of the
structure of our laws at the present time,
do not have the right to vote in their
own interests in connection with legisla-
tion of this type, but must depend upon
the Members of Congress to protect their
interests at all times.

The Senator from South Dakota has,
in my opinion, given very, very careful
consideration to the text of the bill
which is presented before the Senate,
and the only reason why I must offer the
amendments which I have offered is be-
cause it is my feeling that there are cer-
tain inequities, and if they are allowed
to go unchallenged, I would certainly
never rest easy in my heart, because of
the fact that they are provisions like
those which I have long opposed while
serving in State government.

I am referring, Mr. President, to the
provisions of the bill which would levy a
1-percent tax on groceries and would
reduce the present restaurant meal tax
exemption from $1.25 to 50 cents. Such
taxes as these are of the retrogressive
type, unduly burdening those citizens
who are least financially able to meet the
burden, making it even more difficult
for a number of District citizens to make
both ends meet. It appears to me that
taxes of this sort will only result in in-
creased Federal appropriations to pro-
vide the necessary health, food, and wel-
fare services for even more people who
are unable to pay their own bills because
of increased tax dollars coming out of
their meager incomes.

Take, for example, those who are re-
ceiving assistance under the public wel-
fare laws and those who are receiving
old-age assistance, established on a bare
minimum of support in order to enable
them to carry on through the years of
advanced age.

The proposed tax would throw a defi-
nite burden upon those persons and
would result in 1 of 2 things: Either
they would go without, or the District
Government would have to make up in

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

a supplementary manner further assist-
ance in those cases.

I just cannot go along with this type
of financial philosophy, which would ex-
tend the sales-tax concept to an extreme
as being in the best interest of the per-
sons concerned.

I know it is very easy to oppose a tax
and it is very easy to encourage the
spending of money for governmental
agencies. Therefore, to be fully in line
and to be consistent, I am presenting in
the amendments which I have sent to
the desk provisions which will replace
the eliminated taxes to which I have
referred with something which, I believe,
would be more fair and equitable.

For instance, Mr. President, in the
amendments offered I propose to elimi-
nate the 1l-percent tax on groceries
which it has been estimated will raise
$3,500,000 for the needed public works
financing. They would eliminate the re-
duction of exemption for restaurant
meals from $1.25 to 50 cents, which would
raise $1,500,000. A total loss of revenue
of $5 million would result.

I submit to the Members of this body
a proposal which would reduce the per-
sonal income-tax exemption from $4,000
tc $3,000, leaving undisturbed the pro-
vision of the bill which raises income-
tax rates 1 percent across the board.
This proposal would raise $1,200,000.

I propose an increase in the realty
tax to 2.30 percent. The present rate
is 2.15, and the bill proposes a rate of
2.20. This would raise $1,800,000.

A 2 percent sales tax on local tele-
phone service would raise $400,000.
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To apply the unincorporated business
tax to personal service businesses and
income from rental of real property
would raise $1,500,000, representing a
total revenue gain of $4,900,000 to re-
place the $5 million which would be
eliminated if the amendments were ac-
cepted.

In contrast to the inequities of the
taxes these amendments would elimi-
nate, I want to emphasize the facts re-
garding the tax increases proposed.

First, in regard to reducing the District
of Columbia personal income-tax exemp-
tion from $4,000 to $3,000, the most
striking evidence of the fairness of this
change is a table of comparative income-
tax exemptions showing the exemption
totals for all the States that levy a per-
sonal income tax.

As of September 1, 1953, of the 31
States and the Distriet of Columbia hav-
ing such a tax, only 1, Mississippi, has
an exemption as high as that of the
District of Columbia. In striking vari-
ance with the District's single-person ex-
emption of $4,000, and married or head-
of-the-family exemption of $6,000, both
Virginia and Maryland, nearby tax juris-
dictions, allow single-person exemptions
of only $1,000 and married or head-of-
family exemptions of only $2,000.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con=-
sent to have included in the REcorp at
this point, as a part of my remarks, a
table which has been compiled relating
to income-tax exemptions.

There being no objection, the table
was ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,
as follows:

TasLE SHowING WHY PERsoNAL INcomME Tax ExemprioNs 1IN Districr oF CoLUMBIA
SHouLp BE REpuceD

TaBLE 11.—S8tale individual income taxes: Personal exemptions and credils for dependents,

Sept. 1, 1953
Personal exemption fi‘:nd;go:?clﬂoﬁﬁﬁo?:—
States Credit for
Married or head b Blind
A or |
Single of family Age ness
$1,500 |- $3, 000 $300. 00 S
10 | (%1, 000) 20 | (82, 000) 4.00 b o) ) L NETSeated) I T,
2, 500 8, 500 600. 00
Z000 |ccaaaeaane 3, 500 400. 00
600 1,200 600, 00
600 1, 200 600. 00
1, 000 2, 500 500. 00
v ! | e A RE. ) S il 1 200. 00
15 (1, 500) 30 (2,333) 7. 50
e s BT RSl 600. 00
20 (1, 000) 40 (2, 000) 10. 00
1, 000 2, 000 . 600. 00
e o S| e 1 1 T AT A e,
M 10 (1, 000) 30 (2, 000) 10. 00 (333) "
Mlsslsslp‘pi. .................. $000 |oeerecnnans 6, 000 ‘
e 1,200 2 400 100,00
Montana. 1,000 2,000 300. 00
New Hampshire 0___. 600

1 Personal exemptions and eredits for dependents are allowed in the form of tax eredits which are deductible from
the amount of tax, With respect to personal exemptions, the sum in %ﬂntheses is the exemption equivalent of the
tax credit assuming that the axemptlon is deducted from the lowest ckets., With respect to the credits for de-
pendents, the sum in parentheses is the amount by which the 1st dependent raises the level at which a married

person or head of family becomes taxable.

! An identieal exemption is allowed for a spouse if separate returns are filed.

3 In addition, a tax credit of $5 is allowed for each dependent.

ﬁ' In the case of dependent father, mother, or grandparent, the taxpayer may take a deduetion of $450 in lien of the

50 tax cres

! The exem Jtion.n and credits for dependents are deductible from the Jowest i b
to the tax mclills shown in parentheses

¢ An additional credit of $600 Is allowed for each dependent 65 years of age or over,

1 An identical exemption is allowed for a spouse.

* A $2 000 exemption is allowed all tam!'ers against and business meome, in addition to a $500 personal
exemption for a (whose | does notumod $2,000) and a credit of $400 for each dependent.
With respect to income from interest, dividend.s. annuities, and net gains from sales of i the $2,000
tion is allowed only if the total i from all does not d $2,000 for single persons and $2,500 for husband
and wife, However, the tax on these 3 categories of in may not reduce the taxpayer’s total income below $2,000

or $2,600, respectively.
oy An additional tax credit (S‘IIJ for nlns‘.le persons and $15 each for taxpayer and spouse) is allowed for persons 65 years
nfmoroverangnl‘frglg'l‘ D
* Tax apy ¥y v

t and are equi
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TanLe 11.—Slale individual income tazes: Personal exemptions and credits for dependents,
Sept. 1, 1953—Continued

S Additional exemp-
Personal exemption tion on account of—
Credit for
e ed or head SRS Blind.
: Married or nd-
Single of family Age ness
New Mexico. oo caanamenanns $1, 500 $2, 500 $200. 00 =
Nﬁ: Y:rk...- == e 1, 000 2, 500 PO ) R R B
North Carolina. 1,000 |oceeme e N2O000 }aeacaaa 300. 00 : $1, 000
North Dakota_. 600 LA0b s 600. 00 | $600
Oklah 1, 000 2, 000 BOD. 00 | i ccmemafian il e de sl
........... 600 1, 200 =l 600.00 |.coemnaaan (1) T 600
South Carc:ilna Ay OO T R PR 400. 00 = b
Egﬁ?f 5 balffr T v S TTLE00 || 600000 TE
Vermont. . 500 1, 000 B0 00 I e 500 500
Virginia._ . L0000 o e 2000 | —enscti 200,00 1oaocaaaaa- 2 600 2600
Wi intua 7 ($700) 4 5&1’ ($1, 320) 7.00 (177511 ) RS, SES——
] 500.
District of Columbia. -« ceeeecu 4, 000 i g'r‘m 00

1t An additional exemption of $1,000 is allowed a married woman with separate income.

1 A tax credit of $6 is allowed taxpayers 65 years of age or over.

1 Applicable to calendar and fiseal years 1953 and thereafter.

H "I‘En exemption is $4,500 if the spouse is a dependent. If both husband and wife file returns each is allowed a

$4,000 exemption.

Source: Treasury Department, analysis staff, Tax Division.

Mr. PAYNE. Second, Mr. President,
one of my amendments would increase
the realty tax rate to 2.30 percent from
the present rate of 2.15 percent and from
2.20 percent as now written in the bill.
In discussing this change, I again invite
attention to comparative real estate
tax fizures in nearby Virginia and
Maryland, which, of course, have a very
definite bearing on the real estate mar-
ket conditions in the District of Colum-
bia. It is interesting to note that ac-
cording to figures submitted by Mr,
James L. Martin, finance officer and as-
sessor of the District of Columbia, at
hearings on the pending measure before
the Joint Fiscal Subcommittee, the pro-
posed increase would not be out of line
with the taxes paid in surrounding areas.

In the District of Columbia the rate
would be $2.30 per $100 if the amend-
ment were adopted. In Maryland the
present rate is from $2.1625 to $0.2125
per $100. In Virginia the rate is $2.91
per $100.

Therefore, Mr. President, the rate
which would be imposed upon real estate
in the District of Columbia would not be
in excess of that in the surrounding
territory. It would be in line, so that
further development within the District
of Columbia itself would not be stymied
in any way, shape, or manner.

In the third place, a 2-percent tax on
local telephone service would be levied.
This proposal creates a new tax on local
telephone service, to produce approxi-
mately $400,000 a year.

My reason for submitting my pro-
posals is not to take out of the bill any
revenue needed, but it is merely to sub-
mit a method which I deem to be equita=
ble and fair, much more equitable and
fair than are some of the proposals in
the bill.

Local telephone service is not taxed
under existing law. Sales of gas and
electricity are already subject to the
sales tax. So we would not be adopting
a new tax; we would merely be putting
into effect the same ratio of tax pres-
ently in effect against the other utilities;
namely, gas and electric power opera-
tions in the District of Columbia.

The Federal Government imposes a
tax of 10 percent on long-distance tele=

phone calls and 10 percent on local tele-
phone service.

If the proposed telephone tax becomes
law there will be no dispute about rev-
enues from local telephone service that
would be subject to the tax, since rep-
resentatives of the Chesapeake & Po-
tomac Telephone Co. and the Assessor’s
Office are in agreement as to taxable and
nontaxable items.

About 14 States impose a tax on local
and long-distance telephone service.
The taxing of interstate service is ex-
ceptional.

The proposed tax would follow the
Federal law so far as exemptions are
concerned in order that the least pos-
sible burden be placed upon the tele-
phone company. Deviation from the
Federal law would be costly to the tele-
phone company in computing bills. The
principal change from the exemptions
granted by the Sales and Use Tax Act of
1949 would affect semipublic institutions.
However, these institutions are already
favored in that they receive a 3315 per-
cent discount on hills for telephone serv-
ice.

Finally, one of my amendments would
apply the unincorporated business tax
to personal service businesses. This
change, it seems to me, is most ap-
propriate in order to eliminate any ex-
emptions to a tax which, by its very
nature, was intended originally fo apply
to all forms of unincorporated activity.
At this point, I should like to quote from
pages 679 and 680 of the hearings before
the Joint Subcommittee on Fiscal Affairs
regarding the purposes and reasons for
this change in the law:

FPURPOSE

The purpose of the changes iz to eliminate
the exemption afforded some personal service
businesses, thereby making them subject to
the franchise tax and to make the renting
of all real estate a business, thereby causing
all of such businesses to be subject to the
franchise tax.

REASONS

It is considered proper that all firms doing
business in the District should be subject to
the franchise tax because—

(a) If a tax is to be imposed for the priv-
ilege of doing business there would seem to
be no good reascn for only those
businesses which are in competition with
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corporations. On the other hand it would
seem more proper that all firms doing busi-
ness should be subjected to taxes for that
privilege, especlally since all firms doing
business within the District may avail them-
selves of the benefits derived from the Gov-
ernment of the United States.

(b) When considered in the light that
taxes should be paid by those best able to
pay, it is unfair to require the retail mer-
chants having a comparatively small profit
to pay a tax for the privilege of engaging in
business while the professional people who
are also engaging in business and generally
making substantially greater profits are not
required to pay a tax.

2. The firms which, it is proposed, should
be subjected to the francise tax and who are
not now subject to the franchise tax are
receiving the same benefits from the District
of Columbia government such as police and
fire protection and use of the courts, as are
those firms who are presently paying the
franchise tax.,

This would merely give such firms an
opportunity likewise to share comparably
in the operations of the District of Co-
lumbia government.

I read further:

3. It would seem proper that we should
seek to obtain taxes from those not now
subject to the tax, assuming they are equally
able to pay.

4. A precedent for taxing personal service
businesses was established under the busi-
ness privilege tax law of 1937-38 and 1939-40.

5. The passage of the amendment to delete
the exemption section of the statute so as to
bring in the personal service companies
would save the District a substantial amount
of money through a decrease in litigation,
both from the standpoint of attorneys’ costs
and administrative costs. The same would
be true of the proposed amendment to the
law under which the renting of all real or
personal property would be considered a
business regardless of whether or not per-
sonal services were rendered to the tenant
by the owner,

For reasons I have given I submit that
the particular tax changes which I advo-
cate will place the tax burden where it
can be better met without harming the
interests which are receiving the burden.
This is true since the overall competitive
position of these interests is not made
less favorable by those changes when
compared with tax conditions which
would be found in the nearby jurisdic-
tions.

To my way of thinking, this amend-
ment will serve to remove the truly dis-
criminatory local taxes, discriminating
against those who are least able to pay;
but at the same time the amendment will
not impair the total amount of tax
financing required for the successful im-
plementation of this splendid program,
developed through the hard work of the
District of Columbia Commissioners,
their advisory committee, and the Joint
Senate-House District of Columbia Sub-
committee on Fiscal Affairs, directed so
ably by the distinguished Senator from
South Dakota [Mr, Case]l and Repre-
sentative JoserH P. O'HARA.

This program deserves a favorable re-
action from the Senate; it deserves as-
surance that the moneys will be available
to carry out the many contemplated cap-
ital improvement projects and so must
not depend too much on the uncertain-
ties of future congressional appropria-
tions. At the same time, a portion of
the program deserves tax financing from
those revenue sources which can meet
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the burden with the least personal pri-
* vation. These are sources whose in-
comes directly depend upon the continu-
ation of a strong, expanding Washing-
ton, which is the primary objective of the
proposed 10-year $305 million capital-
improvement program.

Mr. President, I shall take but one mo-
ment longer, in which again to empha-
size the fact that if Congress intends to
support legislation of this type, which
is needed, then Congress, in turn, should
finance such a program from sources
which ean bear the freight, and can do
so without harming those who are least
able to contribute.

It is for that reason that I have sub-
mitted these amendments. I hope the
Senate will favorably consider them, and
will not impose burdensome taxation
measures upon those who least can af-
ford to pay the expense.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ments offered by the Senator from
Maine.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I find
myself in a very interesting and diffi-
cult parliamentary situation, because I
am confronted with some amendments
offered by my good friend, the distin-
guished Senator from Maine [Mr.
PaynNel, which I consider to be better
than the provisions of the committee
bill which he seeks to amend. Yef I find
myself with some modification of opin-
jon in respect to his amendments with
relation to certain amendments offered
in the committee.

I am very fond of the Senator from
Maine, because he and I have worked
together, as has the present Presiding
Officer of the Senate, the distinguished
junior Senator from Maryland [Mr.
Bearrl, with the chairman of the com-
mittee, the distinguished junior Senator
from South Dakota [Mr. Casel, and the
distinguished junior Senator from Wyo-
ming [Mr. BArRreTT], on a great many
issues which have come before the Com-
mittee on the District of Columbia. In
faet, I think I may say, good naturedly,
that there seems to be surprising agree-
ment among the members of our
committee, There has not been as much
difference of opinion, since I was as-
signed to the Committee on the District
of Columbia, as many persons predicted
would be the case as a result of that as-
signment. On the contrary, we have
had some very delightful sessions. Our
differences, as they have arisen, have
not been too great. I suppose we are
discussing today the only substantial
disagreement, or any disagreement to a
marked degree, which has appeared
within the Committee on the District of
Columbia since I became a member. As
will be seen as the debate proceeds, it is
not even a very serious difference.

But the parliamentary situation being
what it is, my consultation with the
parliamentarian supports the proposal
which I am now about to make, with the
consent of the Senate. Rather than to
modify, by way of amendment, each of
the amendments offered by the distin-
guished Senator from Maine, I shall ask
permission to follow the same parlia-
mentary procedure which has been
granted to the Senator from Maine,
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namely, that on these items, I may offer
amendments en bloc, by way of a sub-
stitute bill, as an amendment to the
amendments offered by the Senator from
Maine., I now send such a proposed
substitute amendment to the desk, and
ask that it be read.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the request of the Senator
from Oregon?

Mr. CASE. Reserving the right to ob-
ject, and I shall not object, I merely wish
to point out that had the committee not
adopted the committee amendments en
bloc and made them a part of the bill,
the amendment offered by the Senator
from Oregon at this time might be in-
terpreted as an amendment in the third
degree. If the committee amendments
were still pending, and then the Senate
had before it the amendments offered by
the Senator from Maine [Mr. PAYNE] as
amendments to the committee amend-
ments, and then the amendment in the
nature of a substitute had been offered
by the Senator from Oregon, I believe
some point might be raised to the
amendment as being one in the third
degree. However, that is not the situa-
tion. The committee amendments were
adopted en bloe. -

There are some rather clear-cut issues
presented in the amendments which
have been offered, and, whatever the
parliamentary situation may be, I feel
the Senate should not try to emphasize
or press it. I have no objection to the
amendments being considered en bloc.
The Senator from Maine and the Sen-
ator from Oregon have been most coop-
erative in their work and studies in the
committee, and I am glad that they may
have an opportunity to present their
questions in full and in such detail as
they desire.

I withdraw the reservation.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I wish to
thank the committee chairman for his
statement. I think, in the interest of
saving time, this is the way to expedite
the handling of these differences, which
are differences only in degree. I wish to
have the attention of my friend, the Sen-
ator from Maine [Mr. PaynE]l, when I
state that although I am hopeful that
my amendments will be adopted as a
substitute for his, if they are not adopted,
I intend to support his amendments in
preference to the present wording of the
bill as reported by the committee.

Mr. PAYNE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. MORSE. I yield.

Mr. PAYNE. I was quite interested in
having an opportunity to refer to the
suggested substitute. It so happens that
here again apparently the distinguished
Senator from Oregon and I are in prac-
tically complete agreement, because, in
the event that the previous amendments
which I have offered were not favorably
considered, I had intended fully to in-
troduce the type of amendment which
has been presented by the distinguished
Senator from Oregon. I wish to say to
the Senator from Oregon that, in reci-
procity, I will support, under those cir-
cumstances, the amendment which he
has offered, although I would take it as
a second choice, because I am sure the
Senator from Oregon will agree with me
that one amendment provides for cer-
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tain revenues, whereas the amendment

which has just been proposed as a sub-

stitute provides for an authorization,

and there would then still have to be a

fight to get an appropriation to cover it.

Mr. MORSE. The Senator from
Maine is correct.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment to the amendment will be
stated.

The CHIEF CLERK. The Senator from
Oregon proposes an amendment in the
nature of a substitute for the amendment
of the Senator from Maine [Mr. PAYNE],
on page 46, after line 9, to strike out all
of title XIII and in lieu thereof insert
the following:

TITLE XIII—ADDITIONAL ANNUAL FEDERAL
PAYMENT TO THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA
Sec. 1301. For the fiscal year ending June

30, 1955, and for each fiscal year thereafter

there is hereby authorized to be appropriated,

in addition to the sums appropriated under
article VI of the District of Columbia Rev-

enue Act of 1947, approved July 16, 1947 (61

Stat. 361), as amended (sec. 47-2501a, D. C.

Code, 1951 ed.), and as further amended by

title VII of this act, an annual payment by

the United States toward defraying the ex-
penses of the Government of the District of

Columbia in the sum of $5,225,000.

Sec. 1302. The payments authorized by
this title shall be credited to the general
fund of the District of Columbia.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, my argu-
ment will be very brief. It will be based
on the major premise which I urged in
committee, but which failed to secure
majority approval in committee.

The Senator from Montana [Mr.
MaNsFIELD] supported me in committee.
He is ill today, and he has authorized me
to say that if he were here, he would sup-
port my amendment, as he did in com-
mittee.

The major premise to which I refer is
that, in my judgment, the Federal Gov=-
ernment owes a greater obligation to the
District of Columbia to make a lump
sum appropriation in order to meet the
public works needs of the District of
Columbia than is to be found in the bill
reported by the committee.

In support of that premise, I wish to
observe that the District of Columbia re-
lationship to the Federal Government
was aptly described many years ago, in
1835, by Senator Southard, when he
said on the floor of the Senate:

The committee has been unable to sepa-
rate the interests of the District from the
interests of the United States. They regard
it as the child of the Union—as the creation
of the Union for its own purposes. The de-
sign of the Constitution and its founders was
to create a residence for the Government,
where they should have absolute and un-
limited control.

The statement made by Senator
Southard in 1835 is just as true today as
it was then, when he made the state-
ment I have just quoted that the interests
of the District of Columbia cannot be
separated from the iriterests of the
United States. In fact, the primary in-
terest of the District of Columbia is Gov-
ernment. The major purpose of the op=-
erations of this Capital City is to carry
on the governmental functions of the
Federal Government.

In my judegment, there is not being
paid to the District of Columbia the
contribution which the people of the
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country as a whole owe to the District
of Columbia. I repeat what I said in
committee, Mr, President, that, in my
judgment, we would pay a larger amount
if the citizens of the District of Colum-
bia had representatives who had a vote
in the House of Representatives and the
Senate of the United States. The people
of the District of Columbia are at a
great disadvantage because they do not
have the influence of elected representa-
tives in the House of Representatives and
in the Senate to represent their inter-
ests as taxpayers of the District of Co-
Jumbia. I say, therefore, there is a great
moral obligation which rests upon us
as representatives from the States of the
Union to see to it that we never take
advantage of the people of the District
of Columbia simply because they owe no
political responsibility to us, and we owe
no political responsibility to them, in
the sense that we are not subject to their
votes. I think it is very important that
the Congress be very careful when it
passes tax legislation, particularly, that
it does not impose upon the people of
the District of Columbia the yoke of un-
fair taxes. It is my judgment, I say most
respectfully, that the bill as reported
from the Committee on the District of
Columbia which is presently before the
Senate is not fair in all respects to the
taxpayers of the District of Columbia.

Mr. President, for further opinion in
support of my major premise; namely,
that the interests of the District of Co-
Jumbia cannot be separated from the
interests of the Nation. I wish to quote
from William Howard Taft, who, in 1896,
said:

The object of the grant of exclusive legis-
lation over the District was, therefore, na-
tional in the highest sense, and the city
organized under the grant became the city,
not of a State, not of a district, but of a
nation.

Mr. President, in this matter, we are
dealing with the Nation’s Capital. All
the taxpayers of the United States,
across the Nation, should be willing to
pay a fair share of the cost of operating
the District of Celumbia. If is my con-
tention that the Nation is not presently
paying such a fair share.

In order to understand my point of
view, I believe we need to spend several
minutes on a résumé of the history of
the development of the relationship be-
tween the Federal Government and the
city of Washington. If we do so, we
find that the Federal payment for the
District of Columbia has gone through
four major phases.

During the first period, between 1790
and 1878, there was no fixed system for
Federal payments. In some years there
were lump-sum payments, and in other
years there were no payments at all;
but during this early period the average
Federal Government payment was ap-
proximately 25 percent of the city's
budget.

During the second period, from 1879
to 1921, the District of Columbia was on
a 50-50 basis with the Federal Govern-
ment.

Mr. President, if today I were engaged
in a compromise procedure, I would be
willing to settle on a 50-50 basis, which
was the basis from 1879 to 1921, How-
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ever, the percentage paid by the Federal
Government has dropped far below 50
percent.

The fixed ratio payment on a 50-50
basis, established in the organic act of
1878, lasted for almost half a century.
It was much fairer than the present re-
lationship, although if I had to fix an
arbitrary percentage relationship, my
conclusion as a member of the District
of Columbia Committee, having studied
this matter, is that the share of the Fed-
eral Government should be not less than
60 percent. I believe the Federal Gov=-
ernment’s share should have been modi-
fied upward from the historic pattern of
1879 to 1921, from a 50-50 basis to at
least a ratio of 60-40, with the Nation
as a whole bearing 60 percent of the cost,
for reasons which in a moment I shall
set forth.

However, the movement has been in
the opposite direction. The share of the
Federal Government is now far below
even the 50-percent share the Federal
Government paid during the period from
1879 to 1921.

The third period in the history of the
relationship between the Nation and the
city of Washington began in 1921, when
Congress ignored the organic act, and
provided for a 40-60 basis, with the
Federal Government paying 40 percent
and the District of Columbia paying 60
percent. The Federal Government'’s 40-
percent share during the third period
was, in my judgment, entirely too small.

The same plan was used in 1922, In
1923, the 40-60 ratio basis of payment
was supposed to have been made a per-
manent basis.

The fourth and final period in the his-
tory of the relationship between the city
of Washington and the National Gov=-
ernment began in 1925, when the Con-
gress adopted the present lump-sum pay-
ment system. It is a very bad system,
Mr. President. It is very dependent up-
on chance and upon political alinements
in the Congress. It does not permit of
careful planning over a long-time period
for a public works program, for instance.
I think the lump-sum plan leads to a
great many inefficiencies. We have only
to look at the results, it seems to me,
since 1925, to have ample proof of the
contention I am making.

But, Mr. President, I am aware of the
fact that, as of the present moment, at
this session of Congress, there is no hope
of going back to any ratio formula;
there is no hope of returning to the 50-50
formula or of going to a 60-40 formula,
with the Federal Government paying 60
percent and the District of Columbia
paying 40 percent. For that matter, I
think there is no hope of going back to
the 40-60 formula, which I believe was
unfair to the District of Columbia. But
if such legislation were enacted with the
idea that it would be permanent, at least
it would permit of a little more scientific
planning than has characterized District
of Columbia planning since 1925.

The first lump-sum payment was for
$9 million, or for approximately 30 per-
cent of the city’s expenses in that period.
But during the period since 1925 and up
to the present time, the share of the
Federal Government has declined from
30 percent to less than 9 percent. That
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is simply unfair, Mr. President. 'We can-
not justify reducing the payment of the -
Federal Government to any such per-
centage as that. My amendment seeks
at least to remedy the immediate situa-
tion confronting us.

I serve notice now that if my amend-
ment is adopted, it must be adopted on
the basis of being only a temporary plan
insofar as this basic principle is con-
cerned, because I do not like the lump-
sum principle. But we are confronted
with a legislative reality, namely, that
we must accept the lump-sum principle
this year because time does not permit us
to come forward with a carefully worked
out ratio principle which I believe ought
to be the fisecal principle followed in de-
termining the budget of the District of
Columbia and the Federal share, So the
situation now confronting us is compli-
cated in actual practice, and it serves to
deprive the District of Columbia of Teve-
nues, and at the same time it imposes
cost burdens.

Illustrative of the means by which
Washington, D. C., is deprived of reve-
nues because it is operated as the Fed-
eral city, are the following points, among
many others I could mention—but these
are the ones I wish to emphasize today:

First. The District has developed be=-
cause of the presence of the Federal Gov-
ernment, and does not have and probably
never will have independent basic indus-
tries that would support it. On this
point, a recent study showed that four
of the Nation's largest corporations pay
$1 in State and local taxes for every $20
spent for salaries. If the same ratio
were to be applied to the Federal payroll
of $800 million in Washington, the Fed-
eral payment to the District would be
$40 million.

That shows how far short we fall from
making the contribution which I believe
the Federal Government should make to
the District of Columbia, in view of the
fact that the major industry of Wash-
ington, D. C., is Government, and in view
of the further fact that the Congress
follows courses of action, as regards the
District of Columbia, restrictive in na-
ture, and bound to keep Government as
the major industry of Washington, D. C.
I do_not believe the time will ever come
when Washington, D. C., will be cata-
loged among the industrial cities of the
Nation. I think all of us will agree it
should not be. I believe all will agree
that the Capital City of the Nation should
be one of the beauty spots of America,
and should be one of the model cities of
the Nation., It should be devoted pri-
marily to operation of the Federal Gov=-
ernment; and I think it would be rather
unfortunate if Washington, D. C., be=-
came another smokestack city, with in-
dustry predominating over Government.
However, unless we are willing to pay a
larger share of the cost of operating the
city, then I think every inducement
should be made available to turn it into
a smokestack city. That would mean,
for example, that Congress would have
to change some legislation regarding
zoning and industries in the city.

Mr. President, my next point is:

Second. In Washington, D. C., Federal
Government land amounts to 42.8 per-
cent of the total. No taxes are paid on
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this land, and no other major city has
such a large part of its land and im-
provements tax exempt. This area, if
taxable, would yield $18,971,000 in real
estate taxes. To further show how in-
dustry supports the ordinary city, a sur-
vey of taxes in the District revealed that
for each $1 of real estate tax that is paid
by business, an additional sum of 80 cents
is paid for other District business taxes.
Consequently, if the Federal Government
were taxable as a private business in the
Distriet, it probably would pay total
taxes of about $35 million. This would
indicate that a Federal payment of be-
tween the $35 million just mentioned
and the $40 million cited in the previous
paragraph could be justified.

The third point I would mention in
support of a larger contribution by the
Federal Government to the District of
Columbia budget is this: Washington
attractsetax-exempt activities, such as
charitable foundations, because it is the
Capital City. Each year more taxable
property is being taken off the tax rolls of
the District of Columbia. Today $20
million more of property is exempt than
was the case only 3 years ago.

In my discussion with District officials
who are thoroughly grounded in the fis-
cal problem I am now discussing, they
tell me that there is every indication and
every reason to believe that tax-exempt
property will continue to increase in
amount in the years ahead. I think we
must take that into account when, as leg-
islators, we come to decide what is fair
and equitable as Federal appropriations
for the District of Columbia.

My fourth point is that building-
height limitations are set to prevent any
commercial structure from overshadow-
ing Federal structures which precludes
the skyscrapers common to most large
cities. These limitations hold down real-
estate value. They likewise hold down
tax revenues. To show the effect of such
limitations, Chicago has an employment
density of about 160,000 persons per
square mile in its central business dis-
trict, contrasted with 90,000 in the Dis-
trict of Columbia.

We of Congress are responsible for
holding down tax revenues. I think we
ought to keep this a beautiful city, as I

.have said before, but I think we ought to
be willing to pay the price for beauty. I
think we should recognize that the bur-
den of maintaining a beautiful city, a
model city, as the Capital of the United
States, should not be placed upon the
tax shoulders of the citizens of the Dis-
trict of Columbia to an extent out of all
proportion to what is fair and equitable.
It is my contention that that is exactly
what we are doing, and that the commit-
tee bill would perpetuate that injustice.

The fifth point I wish to make under
this topic is that many local residents
maintain their legal domicile elsewhere,
and thereby entirely avoid the payment
of District of Columbia income taxes.
This could not happen in any State. Let
me say good naturedly, and somewhat
against self-interest, that we in the Con-
gress do not pay taxes in the District of
Columbia. We live here, but we do not
pay taxes in the District of Columbia.

I note the presence in the Chamber of
the two Senators from Maryland [Mr.
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Borrer and Mr. Bearr]l. I understand
that the State of Maryland has been very
cooperative with Members of Congress,
as has the State of Virginia. Members
of Congress are not asked to pay income
taxes in those States, although, as I say
to some of my brethren living in those
States, it is a matter of sufferance so far
as the law is concerned. I think the at-
titude of those two States is very char-
itable. I make this point good naturedly,
because it is rather interesting, as we sit
here voting to impose taxes on the Dis-
trict of Columbia which, in my judg-
ment, if this bill is enacted, will in due
course of time force some increases in
income-tax costs on the part of the per-
manent residents of the District of Co-
lumbia, to which, of course, we in the
Congress are not subject, to reflect upon
our position. There is something about
it—I do not know what it is—that says
to me that it is not quite cricket, and
that I had better be extremely careful,
as a Member of the Senate, to see to it
that I am very fair toward the residents
of the District of Columbia, because the
residents of the District of Columbia are
more than fair with me and with every
other Member of Congress who lives in
the District of Columbia, in that the Dis-
trict of Columbia does not impose Dis-
trict income taxes upon us. As a matter
of law, there is nothing which would en-
title us to exemption if the District chose
to impose such a tax.

The sixth point under this topie is that
many cities practically solve their reve-
nue problems by extending their bound-
aries to include growing suburbs. Ob-
viously this is not possible here, but that
fact is particularly pertinent to our prob-
lem in view of the fact that, contrary to
popular opinion, the median income level
in the District of Columbia is materially
lower than in the surrounding suburbs,
being $2,975 in the District, and ranging
from $3,446 to $5,098 in the various sub-
urbs. This point is worth dwelling upon
a little longer, although I wish to keep
this speech very short.

The District of Columbia is not in the
position of my hometown of Eugene,
Oreg., and the hometown of every other
Senator, I believe. My hometown has
been extending its city limits as suburbs
developed and fire and police protection
and sanitary protection became neces-
sary. What is the practice in most of
our home State communities? City lim-
its are extended so as to take in a larger
taxable area. That proves to be of great
benefit to the city treasury. The Dis-
trict of Columbia cannot do that. It
overflows into Virginia and Maryland,
but it cannot extend its city boundaries.
Yet, of course, the suburbs which are de-
veloping in Virginia and Maryland bear
a direct relationship, so far as the cost
of their development is concerned, to the
transaction of Government business in
the District of Columbia. However, the
District of Columbia cannot obtain the
advantage of taxing the development of
the suburbs to obtain the revenue with
which to meet the extra costs, for exam-
ple, of the public works program which
we are discussing today.

‘When all is said and done, the thing
which underlies this debate today is the

need for finding the means to develop _
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the public works which the District of
Columbia needs in order to carry on Gov-
ernment operations more efficiently.

Of course, such public works are essen-
tial to the transaction of Government
business. There has been a great deal
of controversy for weeks in the press
about the building of a bridge across the
Potomac. Of course, a bridge ought to
be built. Perhaps more than one bridge
is neeced. I do not think the people of
the Distriet of Columbia should have to
pay most of the cost. Such bridges are
necessary to the transaction of Govern-
ment business. In my judgment such
bridges are just as necessary to carrying
on the functions of the Government as
are any of the Government buildings
which house workers who cross the
bridges in order to get to work. If we
are to pass appropriations for the con-
struction of Federal buildings in the Dis=
trict of Columbia, in my judement we
should pass the appropriations necessary
to construct bridges so that people living
outside the District of Columbia—and
they all could not live inside the Dis-
trict, unless we wanted a terribly
crowded city—may go to and from work.
Bridges must be built so that they can
get to the buildings where they work,
in order to carry on Government busi-
ness.

It is easy to take the position, “After
all, why should the people of Maine,
Oregon, California, and Florida pay any
of the cost of building a bridge across the
Potomac for Government workers to get
to Government buildings to carry on the
business of the Government?”

My answer to that is that it is essential
to the transaction of the business of the
Government, which belongs to the people
of Maine, Oregon, California, Florida,
and every other State.

Mr. BUTLER of Maryland. Mr.
President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. MORSE. I yield.

Mr.  BUTLER of Maryland. Would
the Senator go so far as to say that the
approaches and highways from such
bridges into the State of Maryland
should be paid for by the Federal Gov-
ernment?

Mr. MORSE. I am with the Senator
on the Peace Cross development. I have
asked that a study be prepared by the
staff of the District of Columbia Com-
mittee. The Senator ought to thank me
for that.

Mr. BUTLER of Maryland. I do
thank the Senator from Oregon.

Mr. MORSE. I will tell the Senator
what the study will show. We have not
the final result as yet, but it is perfectly
obvious what it will show. The study
goes into the question of the loss of time
and the delay which the Government
suffers every time there is a flood around
the Peace Cross.

My hunch is—and I will eat these
words if the survey does not show it—
and I am not preparing it, either, but
it is being prepared by engineers and ex-
perts in that field—but I will eat my
words if the study does not show that
the Federal Government should pay the
total cost, and that the Government will
save money in a few years by the elim-
ination of the loss which it suffers be=-
cause of the time that people who work
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for the Government lose in getting to
work.

Mr. BUTLER of Maryland. I thank
the Senator from Oregon. I believe the
Senator is eminently correct. The Sen=
ator should give some consideration, too,
as should Congress, of course, to the
overloading of the facilities of the coun-
ties adjacent to the Capital of this coun-

try.

Mr. MORSE. I believe the Senator is
quite correct.

I continue with my statement. The
sixth point I wish to make—and I sum-
marize it now—is that the median in-
come level in the District of Columbia
is materially lower than in the sur-
rounding suburbs, being $2,975 in the
District, and ranging from $3,446 to
$5,098 in the various suburbs.

Similarly to the foregoing, the Dis-
trict incurs increased costs because it is
the Nation’s Capital. Among many I
enumerate the following examples of
increases:

First. The Fine Arts Commission and
National Capital Planning Commission
require that most public-works struc-
tures be designed to harmonize with the
Federal master plan for the Capital City.

The new highway bridge cost $1,182,000,

or 21 percent, extra because of this.
Municipal Center is also an illustration
of fine monumental construction con-
sistent with such concepts.

Mr, President, it may be argued that
these are very small items. They are
small items standing alone, but if we
multiply them over the years they repre-
sent a considerable additional cost that
we impose upon the taxpayers of the Dis-
trict of Columbia, because we insist that
not only must Federal buildings conform
to a certain design, but buildings of the
municipality and of private enterprise
in the area also must conform to a de-
sign that will not detract from the gov-
ernmental structures. -

Second. The federally conceived plan
of the city calls for wide, beautiful tree-
lined streets such as few other major
cities enjoy. Planting and maintaining
these trees is costing $325,000 this year,
and further increases are in sight. Wide
streets also mean additional paving
costs.

Third. An unusually fine federally
operated zoo is wholly paid for by the
District of Columbia. The cost this
year is about $650,000.

Let anyone suggest abandoning the
Zzoo, Mr. President, and what a howl
would be made—a howl even louder than
the lions and the tigers make in the zoo.
That howl would reach all the way up
to the eagle in the ceiling of the Sen-
ate Chamber. If anyone were to sug-
gest that we get rid of the zoo, we would
have speeches made on the floor of the
Senate in behalf of the little school kid-
dies that would make tears run down
our cheeks. Yet it costs money to oper-
ate the zoo, Mr. President, and the costs
of operating it are paid for by the Dis-
trict citizens alone.

Fourth. The National Park Service re=
ceives about $1,500,000 each year from
the District of Columbia for mainte-
nance and operation of federally owned
and controlled parks in the city., In
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addition, the District pays approximately
$500,000 per year to support the Park
Police. This is more park land and more
park expenditures than is customary in
comparable cities.

Mr. President, I am in favor of keep-
ing it that way. I want my Nation’s
Capital to have the beautiful parks
which now characterize it. In fact, I
shall continue, as my record shows, to
oppose any attempt in any way to dese-
crate the parks of this city by diminish-
ing them in size or by not giving them
the support they ought to have. I be-
lieve the Capital City of my Nation
ought to be a city of beautiful parks.

I shall not let myself digress too long
to discuss the need for a beautiful Po-
tomae. I shall make a speech on that
subject within a few days, when I offer
an amendment to my so-called pollu-
tion bill. However, I do wish to make
mention of that point here because I
believe it is our responsibility to beau-
tify the Potomac. There it is, Mr, Presi-
dent—nothing but a slow-moving sludge.
We cannot call it a river. It is a slow-
moving sludge, many parts of it 12 feet
deep of filthy sewage, the filthiest river
in the world.

I again issue the challenge on the floor
of the Senate for any of my colleagues
to come forward with any engineering
and sanitary proof that there is a river
in the world comparable to the Potomac
River in filth. Yet it flows through the
Nation’s Capital.

I say we ought to be ashamed of our-
selves for letting that moving sludge,
that cesspool, degrade the beauty of the
city of Washington.

Yet try to get Congress to appropriate
the money it ought to appropriate to
protect the beauty and the health of the
District of Columbia, and there is oppo-
sition. I am trying, Mr. President. I
never get discouraged. It has been said
that the fight for progress is never won.
However, we must never let ourselves
adopt the pessimistic attitude of believ-
ing that the ficht can ever be lost.

When we are fighting for this kind
of legislation today, we are fighting for
progress and we are fighting for a decent
National Capital.

Fifth. The large volume of Federal
structures imposes significant demands
on our police, fire, sanitation, and other
services, which cannot be precisely com-
puted in dollars, but which, nonetheless,
add to the cost of building and operating
the city.

I have some approximations of these
costs. I shall mention them on the floor
of the Senate at this time because we
are about to vote. Approximations of
some of these costs are as follows:

Police, special details______________ £60, 000
FPire, special services_______________
Cleaning streets 175, 000
Sewage handling and treatment____ 625, 000
Installing curbs and gutters abut-

ting Federal property...eaaaaoo-o
Motor-vehicle titling, ete___________
Temporary home for soldiers and

sailors

Every one of these extra costs is borne
by taxpayers of the District of Columbia.
In my judgment, the costs ought to be
paid by all the taxpayers of this country
in support of their Capital.

30, 000
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Sixth. Because of Federal expansion
in the area, Washington is now com-
pletely encircled by a thickly settled area
that is more populous than the city
itself, and which requires the construc=-
tion of expensive arterial highways to
enable suburban populations to move to
and from the city. The fact that two
rivers have to be crossed by much of this
traffic requires the construction of very
costly bridges.

Because of the fact that so many peo-
ple are able to reside here and legally
avoid some of our taxes, many District
residents now carry a disproportionate
share of the tax burden. This does not
appear to be justified by the trend in
incomes in the District as compared with
its suburbs. These taxes are being ma-
terially inereased, and thereafter will be
substantially higher than most other
cities of comparable size.

The next major item in the, bill, Mr.
President, to which I am objecting and
which my amendment would eliminate
is, of course, the proposal of the com-
mittee of a 1 percent tax on groceries
and the proposal of a reduction in
exemption with reference to restaurant
meals of from $1.25 to 50 cents. Every
51-cent meal is now going to be taxed,
and groceries are going to be taxed if
the committee’s bill is enacted. The bill
also proposes a 1l-percent increase in
tax on hotel rooms. The present tax is
2 percent, which is high enough, but I
do not think there should be any tax at
all on hotel rooms. The argument is
that it is an easy tax to get by with.
Hotel people come and go, and there is
nothing they can do about it. We tax
them 2 percent, and now a tax of 3 per-
cent is proposed. That does not make it
fair or right or just. I do not think a
visit to the District of Columbia by eciti-
zens of this country ought to carry with
it a sales-tax penalty. I think we should
encourage the visitations of our citizens.
I think we ought to encourage the poor
as well as the wealthy to come here. I
just do not like the regressive sales tax
in any form, shape, or manner. I do
not like it on even transient rooms.

‘Then there is the proposed application
of the sales tax to national banks and
Federal savings and loan associations.

Mr. President, my amendment abol-
ishes those sales taxes and substitutes
therefor an additional Federal payment
of $5,225,000, a lump-sum amount added
to the lump-sum principle already in
the bill, which would help to take care
of the public-works program which has
really given rise to the need for the bill
at all. I think we should make that con-
tribution to the public-works program,
and we should not do it by way of a sales
tax on necessities of life. I recognize the
fact that sincere men differ on the
political philosophy behind the sales tax.
I have always opposed it. I am proud
of the fact that in my State every time
the sales-tax proponents have tried to
put it across, we have taken it to the peo-
ple by way of a referendum vote, and we
not only have beaten them every time,
but we have beaten them by an over-
whelming majority. I am willing to say
we are going to lick them again. Selfish
interests in my States are trying once
more to whip up public opinion on the
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basis of the fallacious argument that be-
cause Washington, D. C., and California
have sales taxes, we ought to impose the
same kind of an unfair tax yoke upon
the necks of the people of Oregon. We
shall oppose it again, and I am satisfied
that we shall beat it again. AslongasI
sit in the Senate of the United States I
shall not vote such a tax yoke upon the
necks of the people of the District of Co-
lumbia.

Mr. President, in conclusion—and I
hope the majority leader is pleased to
hear those words, “in conelusion,” be-
cause I have assured him that this was
going to be one of my shorter speeches—
I am sure my amendment will have the
vote of the majority leader. He has sat
here so impressed throughout my entire
speech, that I am sure I have convinced
him that he should vote for my amend-
ment.

All joking aside, Mr. President, I
should like to say that the District of
Columbia differs greatly from other
cities because of the complex relation-
ship with its “industry,” the Federal Gov-~
ernment, and that a significant increase
in Federal responsibility for the cost of
building and maintaining the city is
fully justified. To that end I offer my
amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment, offered by the Senator from Ore-
gon [Mr. Morse] to the amendments of-
fered by the Senator from Maine [Mr,
PAYNE].

GENERAL BUSINESS CONDITIONS
PRESS REFORTS

Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, the cur=
rent press reports make interesting
reading for our unemployed and our
small businesses. On page 17 of the New
York Journal of Commerce, there is an
article headed “Traders Hedge on Sig-
nificance of Import Rate,” and indicat-
ing that the objective of this Nation is
to increase imports—they say that “im-
ports have been holding fairly well.”
The Randall, Paley, and Bell reports, of
course, were made to sell the people of
this Nation that the more goods we can
import from the peon and sweatshop
labor countries, the more money the
workers and investors in America will
make. I read:

S0 far, imports have been holding fairly
well, although if a comparison of the Jan-
uary-February imports of this year were
made with the peak rate reached in the
spring of 1953, the contraction would be
about as severe as the latter prediction.

It is a typical implication that the
greater our imports, the greater our em-
ployment.

IDLE SHIPYARDS

Mr. President, on the same page of
the New York Journal of Commerce
there is the following heading: “Idle
Shipyards Termed Threat to United
States Defense; Navy Official Sees Need
for Government Aid to Industry.”

Government aid, Mr. President, to
keep the shipyards running. I read:

The Navy official said that for the long
run he favored a policy of building ships
through private enterprise with Govern-
ment encouragement, but he stressed that
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the present situation was a critical one for
which an emergency program was necessary.

WE LOAN COLOMBIA $50 MILLION—GERMANY
BUILDS HER SHIPS

Mr. President, on page 24 of the same
Journal there is a headline as follows:
“Grancolombiana Orders Four Ships.”

The item under that heading reads, in
part, as follows:

BogcoTa, April 28.—A West German ship-
yard has been awarded a contract to build
four new freighters for the Flota Mercante
Grancolombiana, the company announced
today. H. G. Stuelken Sohn yard, of Ham-
burg, won the award over bidders from Brit-
ish, Swedish, Japanese, and Italian yards.

The contract, reportedly worth $4.5 mil-
lion, provides that the new vessels will be of
the same sepcifications as the German-built
Brunsbuttel, now the Ciudad de Bucaraman-
ga. They will have a cargo capacity of 4,500
tons and speed of 13 knots. Delivery will be-
gin in April next year with the fourth ship
to be delivered by August 1855.

Mr. President, there was a very promi-
nent official, a White House aide, by the
name of J. Laughlin Currie, I believe,
who went to Colombia rather suddenly a
few years ago, on the eve of an investiga-
tion, and took about $50 million from the
Export-Import Bank with him as a loan
for Colombia—for that he was retained
by the Columbian Nation as an adviser.
This man was naturalized in 1934 as a
United States citizen.

But, Mr. President, I notice, however,
that shipyards in Germany, Japan, and
the British Empire build ships for Co-
lombian firms, while our shipyards are
idle. Incidently, German wages are only
a fraction of the pay rate here.

UNITED STATES SEWING-MACHINE BUSINESS

MOVES TO ITALY AND JAPAN

On page 4 of the same Journal there is
a leading article headed “Immigrant
Builds $50 Million Business; Sewing Ma-
chine Bonanza Spurs Europe Trade.”

I read:

Trade between the United States and
Western Europe has been stimulated by a
Polish refugee who came here 7 years ago
with 86. Since then he has built a $50 mil-
lion a year business, assembling and dis-
tributing Italian and Swiss sewing machines.

These machines use American-made com-
ponents—in addition to the imported parts,
worth millions of dollars each year. And the
mass market created for the Italian ma-
chines has enabled the Italian factory to
buy American-made machine tools and other
equipment so that it could adopt mass-
production methods.

Many freetraders, supporters of the
1934 Trade Agreements Act, in the
United States, say they do not fear im-
ports because of our modern machinery
and assembly line methods. So I sim-
ply wanted to read the dispatch to show
that foreign manufacturers are using our
modern machinery and our assembly line
methods and using the peon and sweat-
shop labor to displace American workers.

I believe that it was in 1951, when the
extension of the 1934 Trade Agreements
Act was before the Senate for extension,
that I placed a sewing machine made in
Japan on one corner of my desk and a
Singer sewing machine on the other cor-
ner. Each machine was guaranteed to
do the work of the other.

The difference between them was that
one was made by Japanese labor, paid
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12 to 15 cents an hour, and the other
was made by American labor receiving
$1.80 an hour. They could not be dis-
tinguished from each other by a person
standing 10 feet away.

The name of the Japanese machine
was attached underneath its structure,
so that the housewife could not see where
it was made. The Japanese machine
sold for about $21 wholesale and the
American-made machine sold for about
$72 wholesale.

Mr. President, I know it will be good
news to the Senate, which voted for the
2-year extension of free trade—1934
Trade Agreements Act—at that time, and
for a year’'s extension last year, that the
sewing-machine business in the United
States is being slowly cut down, if not
eliminated.

That same Trade Agreements Act,
under which the sewing-machine busi-
ness is being sold out, expires at mid-
night on June 12 of this year.

Reading further from the statement
by the immigrant who built a $50 million
business by importing machines manu-
factured in Italy, where the labor is paid
only a fraction of what is paid to Ameri-
can labor, the article continues as fol-
lows:

What his company has done to help the
Italian economy has directly helped Ameri-

can producers of machine tools and other
equipment.

Note that they use our modern ma-
chinery with their cheap labor and the
combination built a $50 million import
business for the immigrant.

The article continues:

Mr. Jolson believes in stressing automatie-
ity in advertisements. They say, “Just in-
sert a disk—sit back and watch—it's as easy
as playing a record.”

The article contains this further state=
ment:

The Singer Co., still the largest domestie
producer of sewing machines, is also im-

porting machines from its subsidiary in
Scotland.

I suppose the Singer Co. has been
forced to build a factory in Scotland in
order to compete with other cheap labor
imports. I continue to read:

But Mr. Jolson, who today believes he has
10 percent of the American market, says he
doesn’t fear his competitor as much as he
did back in 1947. Then, Mr. Jolson and his
wife worked 16 hours a day to make up
samples of the work done on the Necchi
machine.

I know that will be good news for the
United States Senate, which passed the
1934 Trade Agreements Act to shift their
responsibility of regulating the national
economy each 3 years to the executive
branch, meaning, as it now operates, the
State Department. This has merely
meant a transfer of the constitutional
responsibility of Congress to set duties,
imposts, and excises, and to regulate
foreign trade, to the executive branch,
meaning the State Department, which
probably does not even know where sew-
ing machines are made in the United
States. The State Department, under
the trade agreements, is able to trade
away any business at any time, just as it
has traded away in whole or in part the
wool business, the mineral business, the
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watch business,

other businesses.

LOWERING TAXES ON FOREIGN PROFITS EN=
COURAGING USE OF FOREIGN CHEAP LABOR

Mr. President, in today’s issue of the
New York Journal of Commerce, I ob-
serve the following statement:

Much has been saild here this tax-happy
spring about “removing the roadblocks to
the flow of American investment abroad,”
and one of the many Gordian subchapters
of the revision bill sets out to achieve this.

Revenuewise, foreign income is the bill’s
third biggest revision item—at least in the
first year of operation—being ticketed to cost
the Government $147 million, according to
Treasury estimates. Only the dividend
credit ($240 million) and declining-balance
depreciation ($375 million) rank larger.

In the 3 weeks of Senate hearings just
concluded, two aspects of the bill's treatment
of foreign income came in for sustained keel-
hauling.

One was the exclusion of wholesalers op-
erating abroad from the benefits of a 14-
percent tax cut for foreign operations.

It probably is not news to the Senate
that the House Committee on Ways and
Means has made a 14 percent reduction
in the taxes on foreign profits of Ameri-
can manufacturers who will locate their
plants behind the foreign-sweatshop
curtain.

Mr. President, there is now a complete
cycle. Free trade, so that American in-
dividuals and companies can locate fac=
tories behind the sweatshop-labor cur-
tain, as Mr. Ford, Mr. Hoffman, of
Studebaker, Mr. Coleman, and others,
are doing, and to import the products
into the United States without having
to pay any tariff or evener of the wage
and tax differential.

Then the United States Congress re-
duces the taxes on the imported profits
from products produced abroad.

There are many other considerations
which Congress is trying to give to any-
one who will leave the United States and
use the low-cost labor and ship the fin-
ished material back to the United States,
including purchasing modern machinery
for them with the taxpayers money.

Mr. President, the Chicago Tribune of
this morning contains a very enlighten-
ing editorial, entitled “Charity Begins
at Home.” The first paragraph reads
as follows:

One of the peculiarities of the new inter-
nationalism, spawned by the New Deal and
carried on by the Eisenhower administra-
tion, occasioned remonstrances from mem-
bers of the House Foreign Affairs Commit-
tee. Grumbling was evoked by the admin-
istration’s demand for almost $31% billion
in new money for foreign aid during the
fiscal year 1955.

Mr. President, in addition to writing
down the taxes on profits made behind
the sweatshop-labor curtain and im-
ported into this country, we are ap-
proaching free trade so that manufac-
turers can import products which are
made abroad by factories behind the
low-wage curtain, and with American
machinery and American assembly line
methods.

The extension of free trade, the 1934
Trade Agreements Act, for 3 years al-
ready has been recommended in accord-
ance with the Randall report—the bill
is in the Committee on Ways and Means
of the House—we then, after contribut=

and several hundred
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ing $50 billion to such foreign countries,
for the construction of factories and to
promote competition with American in-
dustry, now ask for $3.5 billion addi-
tional for another year.

The $100 million to build up European
competition in the coal and steel busi-
ness came from the Export-Import
Bank which also distributes the Ameri-
can taxpayers' money abroad. One
hundred million dollars has just gone
to Europe to promote additional steel
capacity and additional coal production
to compete with American workers.

So the $3.5 billion is new money for
foreign aid during the fiscal year 1955,
as referred to in the editorial, is intend-
ed to continue building American com-
petition abroad.

I read further from the editorial:

Congress said that $400 million of this was
to be spent in European countries on boats,
armaments, and expansion of European
chemical production.

The head of one of the largest chemi-
cal producing companies in the United
States has said publicly that unless
something is done about the situation,
the American chemical industry will
move back to the Rhine in Germany, un-
less it is afforded tariff protection, if you
please—duty protection, as the Consti=
tution of the United States calls it.

I remember that during World War I
there was no chemical industry in the
United States. After the war had been
concluded, the United States placed du-
ties or tariffs on chemical materials and
built up a chemical industry in the

United States. Now it has been traded
away. I continue to read from the
editorial:

The critics complalned that American
workers need jobs and that the money could
be laid out here to produce the same items
while keeping Americans at work. The
funds earmarked for chemical production
were challenged because, it was sald, Euro-
pean exports already are damaging the
American chemical industry.

Representative FouLroN, Pennsylvania Re-
publican, charged that the diversion of
money to Europe for economic ald would
aggravate unemployment here.

Mr. President, press dispatches show
that every day more unemployment is
oceurring, and more investments are be-
ing lost in this country. All one has fo
do to learn such facts is just follow the
news.

On the same page of the Journal of
Commerce of April 29, 1954, from which
I just read, I wish to read another ar-
ticle. I want to compliment the report-
ers for the Journal of Commerce. The
officials certainly run a good newspaper,
and the reporters do a good job of re-
porting.

GATT—FOUNDED UPON THE 1934 TRADE AGREE=
MENTS ACT

The headline of the article to which I
have just referred reads: “Peru Signs
Agreement Extending GATT Tariffs.”

Perhaps some of the Senators who are
present will remember the agreement at
Geneva.

The article reads:

Peru has signed the declaration extend-
ing until July 1, 1955, tariffs negotiated
under the 34-nation General Agreement on
Tariffs and Trade (GATT).
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The declaration was drawn up in Geneva
last fall by GATT nations to prolong for
18 months tariff schedules that would
otherwise have expired at the end of 1853,
Peru and Australia were granted additional
time to sign the accord. Australia signed
February 23.

Brazil is the only GATT nation that has
not yet signed. The South American nation
has not taken any action because it is revis-
ing its tariffs and 1s expected to submit the
new rates to GATT for approval.

Mr. President, in closing, I wish to say
that if the Congress allows the 1934
Trade Agreements Act, laughingly called
a reciprocal trade act, to expire at mid-
night on June 12 of this year, the fixing
of duties, imposts, and excises and the
regulation of foreigm commerce reverts
to the Tariff Commission, which as an
agent of Congress is directed to deter-
mine the difference in the cost—not the
highest or lowest cost, but the fair cost—
between the production of any article
in this country and of a like article in
the chief competing foreign nation, and
to recommend such difference as the
duty or tariff.

The Tariff Commission determines
the tariff on the basis that if it costs $22
to manufacture a sewing machine in
Japan, when the cost of labor in Japan
is 15 cents an hour as compared to $72
with $1.80 per hour labor in this coun-
try, the Tariff Commission determines
the difference, and recommends the
amount of the tariff.

The State Department operates under
the 1934 Trade Agreements Act entirely
independent of Congress, and decides
what is for the national good. If the
Secretary of State determines that it is
for the national good to put the sewing
machine, the mineral industry, and the
watch industry out of business in this
country and allow the low-wage nations
to capture the market for such products
through free trade, then the State De-
partment may make such an agreement.
Under the 1934 Trade Agreements Act,
it is the Secretary of State who regulates
the national economy. Under the Con-
stitution of the United States, it is the
Congress of the United States. Article
I, section 8, of the Constitution, pro-
vides that the Congress of the United
States, the legislative branch, has the
duty to set the duties, imposts, and ex-
cises, and to regulate foreign commerce.
Why? The debates indicate that the
regulation of the domestic economy was
left in the hands of the Congress of the
United States, because Members of Con-
gress represent every area in this Nation.
The Constitution of the United States
provides that the elected representatives
of the people shall regulate the national
economy. I call that to the attention
of my colleagues, Mr. President.

PUBLIC WORKS CONSTRUCTION
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUM-
BIA
The Senate resumed the considera-

tion of the bill (H. R. 8097) to authorize

the financing of a program of public-
works construction for the District of

Columbia, and for other purposes.

Mr. ENOWLAND. Mr, President, I
suggest the absence of a quorum.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
WEeLKER in the chair), The Secretary

will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. ENOWLAND. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the order
for the call of the roll be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, the pend-
ing amendment, offered by the Senator
from Oregon [Mr. Morsgel, to the
amendments of the Senator from Maine

[Mr. Paynel, presents a rather clear-

cut issue for decision. The amendment
of the Senator from Oregon proposes
to increase the Federal Government's
contribution by $5,225,000 over and
above whatever increases are provided
by the bill as reported by the committee.

The Senator from Oregon has made
a speech on behalf of the National Capi-
tal; and I think most of us can endorse
the sentiments expressed by him in the
course of his speech, namely, the desire
to have a beautiful Capital, a Capital
with good streets, good bridges, good
highways, and other good public facili-
ties.

However, I fear that the amendment
of the Senator from Oregon would not
accomplish the purposes of its sponsor.
For many years Congress authorized for
the District of Columbia a Federal ap-
propriation far in excess of the appro-
priation actually voted by Congress.
Only within the last 2 years has Con-
gress appropriated the full amount of
the authorization of $11 million.

The pending bill proposes that the
District of Columbia itself increase its
revenues by about $14 million a year, and
that the contribution of the Federal
Government be increased by $9 million,
the top two-thirds of which would be
dedicated to a public-works program,
conditioned upon the ability of the Dis-
trict of Columbia to match, by means of
revenues raised by the District of Colum-
bia, the Federal Government’s contribu-
tion.

If the amendment of the Senator from
Oregon were adopted, I fear that, in the
first place, the Appropriations Commit-
tees would not report a bill providing for
the appropriation of the amount of the
authorization; and, in the second place,
if the Appropriations Committees did not
report a bill calling for the appropriation
of the full amount of the authorization,
and if, at the same time, it were made
impossible for the District of Columbia
to obtain the revenue it would obtain
under the provisions of the pending bill,
then the District of Columbia would not
have the revenue with which to match
the increased appropriation by the Fed-
eral Government, and thus the increased
Federal Government
would not be made and would not be
effective. In other words, I think the
purpose of the amendment of the Sena-
tor from Oregon would actually be de-
feated.

Mr. President, I believe the issue pre-
sented by the amendment of the Senator
from Oregon is a rather simple and
clear-cut one. I hope the Senate will
vote immediately upon the amendment.

appropriation
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment in the nature of a substitute, sub-
mitted by the Senator from Oregon [Mr.
Morsel to the amendments of the Sena-
tor from Maine [Mr. PAYNE].

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, on this
question I ask for the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were not ordered.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I suggest
the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

. The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. ENOWLAND. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the order
for the call of the roll be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. ENOWLAND. Mr, President, I
ask for the yeas and nays on the ques-
tion of agreeing to the amendment in the
nature of a substitute, submitted by the
Senator from Oregon [Mr. Morsg] to the
amendments of the Senator from Maine
[Mr. PaYNE].,

The yeas and nays were ordered,.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
elerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. HAYDEN (when his name was
called). On this vote I have a pair with
the junior Senator from Montana [Mr.
MansrFierpl. If he were present and
voting, he would vote “yea.” If I were
at liberty to vote, I would vote “nay.”
I therefore withhold my vote,

The rollcall was concluded.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Iannounce that
the Senator from Vermont [Mr. AIREN]
and the Senator from Indiana [Mr.
CareHART] are absent on official business.

The Senator from North Dakota [Mr.
LanGer] is absent by leave of the Senate.

The Senator from New Hampshire
[Mr. Bripgesl, the Senator from Penn-
sylvania [Mr. Durrl, the Senator from
New Jersey [ Mr. HENDRICKSON], the Sen-
ator from Indiana [Mr. JENNER], the
Senator from California [Mr. KucHEL],
the Senator from Connecticut [Mr.
PurTELL], the Senator from New Jersey
[Mr. SmitH], and the Senator from New
Hampshire [Mr. UproN] are necessarily
absent. If present and voting, the Sen-
ator from Vermont [Mr, Amxen] would
vote “yea.”

Mr. CLEMENTS. Iannounce thatthe
Senator from Virginia [Mr. Byrp] is ab=-
sent because of illness in his family.

The Senator from New Mexico [Mr.
Cuavezl, the Senator from Mississippi
[Mr. Eastranpl, the Senator from Ar-
kansas [Mr. FurLericHT], the Senator
from Iowa [Mr. GiLLETTE], the Senator
from Minnesota [Mr. HumpHREY], the
Senator from Wyoming [Mr. HunTtl, the
Senators from West Virginia [Mr. K-
corE and Mr. Neery], the Senator from
North Carolina [Mr. LENNoN], the Sena-
tor from Louisiana [Mr, Lonc], the Sen-
ator from Washington [Mr. MAGNUSON],
the Senator from Nevada [Mr. McCar-
rAN], the Senator from Georgia [Mr.
RusseLL], and the Senator from Ala-
bama [Mr. SPARKMAN] are absent on offi-
cial business.

The Senator from Georgia [Mr.
GEorGEl, the Senator from U=
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setts [Mr. Kennepy], and the Senator
from Montana [Mr. MANSFIELD] are
necessarily absent.

I announce further that on this vote
the Senator from Louisiana [Mr. Long]
is paired with the Senator from West
Virginia [Mr. NEeLy]l., If present and
voting, the Senator from Louisiana would
vote “nay,” and the Senator from West
Virginia would vote “yea.”

I announce also that if present and
voting, the Senator from Massachusetts
[Mr. KEnNEDY] would vote “yea.”

The result was announced—yeas 15,
nays 51, as follows:

YEAS—15
Anderson Ives Morse
Douglas Jackson Murray
Ferguson Johnston, S. C. Payne
Hennings Kefauver Schoeppel
Hill Lehman Young

NAYS—51
Barrett Ellender McClellan
Beall Flanders Millikin
Bennett Frear Monroney
Bowring Goldwater Mundt
Bricker Gore Pastore
Burke Green Potter ]
Bush Hickenlooper Robertson
Butler, Md, Hoey Saltonstall
Butler, Nebr. Holland Smathers
Catlson Johnson, Colo. Smith, Malne
Case Johnson, Tex., Stennis
Clements Kerr Symington
Cooper Knowland Thye
Cordon Malone Watkins
Danlel Martin Welker
Dirksen Maybank Wiley
Dworshak McCarthy Williams

NOT VOTING—30

Afken Hayden Long
Bridges Hendrickson Magnuson
Byrd Humphrey Mansfield
Capehart Hunt McCarran
Chavez Jenner Neely
Duff Eennedy Purtell
Eastland Kilgore Russell
Fulbright Euchel Smith, N. J.
George Langer Sparkman
Gilllette Lennon Upton

So Mr. Morse's amendment in the
nature of a substitute for the amend-
ments of Mr. PAYNE was rejected.

Mr. ENOWLAND. Mr, President, a
parliamentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from California will state it.

Mr. ENOWLAND. As I understand,
the pending question is on agreeing to
the amendments offered by the Senator

Iroin Maine [Mr. Paynel, Is that cor-
rect?
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

Senator from California is correct. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ments offered by the Senator from Maine
[Mr, Pa¥nE]l, The yeas and nays have
been ordered.

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, I shall not
detain the Senate for more than 2 or
3 minutes. I wish to explain to the
Senate what the amendments offered by
the Senator from Maine would do. The
Senator from Maine has been a very
hard-working and valuable member of
the Committee on the District of Co-
lumbia, and he is presenting a very fine
study of the transportation system in
the District of Columbia.

The amendments he offers are amend-
ments which propose to substitute 3 or
4 different types of taxes, or increases
in taxes, for the tax on groceries which
is included in the committee bill.

The bill is a District of Columbia rev=-
enue bill. It is designed to make it
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possible for the District of Columbia to
have a public-works program. At the
present time the law does not permit
the Commissioners to submit an unbal-
anced budget to Congress.

The bill provides for increasing the
revenues of the District. If the District
increases its revenues, the bill author-
izes a limited increase in the Federal
contribution, but most of the Federal
contribution is conditioned upon the
Distriet raising additional revenue to
match the Federal contribution for sew-
ers, water extensions, streets, bridges,
buildings, and various items of that na-
ture.

The amendments offered by the Sen-
ator from Maine would eliminate the
1-percent tax on groceries and reduce
the personal income-tax exemption,
which is now $4,000, to $3,000. It would
mean an increase in the personal in-
come tax of the people who pay it. I
believe that would be somewhat in vio-
lation of the pledge that was made to
the people to retain the higher personal
income-tax exemption at the time the
sales tax was first set up.

The second increase, under the
amendments, would be in the realty tax.
The bill proposes an increase in the
realty tax from the present $2.15 a hun-
dred to $2.20. The Payne amendments
would increase it by an additional 10
cents. That is an increase which the
District Commissioners oppose very
much. They are afraid it would increase
the present fligcht to the suburbs. They
are very much opposed to it.

The third increase in the Payne
amendments would be a 2 percent sales
tax on local telephone service, which
would raise about $400,000. It strikes
me that it would be a little inconsistent
for us, after having reduced the excise
tax on telephone calls nationally, to in-
crease the excise tax on telephone serv-
ice in the District of Columbia.

The fourth tax proposed in the Payne
amendments would be a new tax, to ap-
ply to unincorporated businesses. The
committee gave some consideration to
that matter. No doubt it would raise a
great deal of money. It isestimated that
it would raise a half million dollars.
However, it is a new type of tax, and no
city with which I am familiar has had
any experience with that kind of tax,
Perhaps the District may some day wish
to give some consideration to such a
tax, but I doubt that it should be enacted
at this time, with the limited amount of
study we have been able to give to it.

Mr. THYE. Mr, President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. CASE. I yield.

Mr. THYE. With reference to the
proposed 2 percent tax on telephone
service, am I correct in understanding
that the greatest user of telephone serv-
ice in the District is the Federal Govern-
ment?

Mr. CASE. I believe that is correct.

Mr. THYE. Therefore, the Federal
Government would pay the tax in the
expenditures made by the wvarious
agencies of the Government. If that is
the case, we might as well make a direct
appropriation, instead of increasing the
excise tax,
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Mr. CASE. I believe that is correct. I
trust the Senate will reject the amend-
ments,

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. CASE. I yield.

Mr. ELLENDER. Did I understand
the Senator to say that the Federal con-
tribution would be increased by what is
provided in the pending bill?

Mr. CASE. The pending bill increases
the contribution by $9 million, two-
thirds of it being conditioned upon the
District increasing its own revenue to
match the contribution.

Mr., ELLENDER. The amendments
would not increase the Federal contribu-
tion?

Mr. CASE. That is correct.

Mr. ELLENDER. They would make it
possible to collect taxes with which to
match the contribution. Is that correct?

Mr. CASE. Yes. However, they strike
out the other revenue.

Mr. ELLENDER. But they deal with
revenue only?

Mr. CASE. Yes; not with the Federal
contribution.

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. CASE. I yield.

Mr. JACKSON. Perhaps I should
make a point of order. I wonder how
long it will be before the Senate will
vote. I must attend a television pro-
gram, as the Senate knows.

SEVERAL SENATORS. Vote! Vote! Vote!

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ments, en bloc, offered by the Senator
from Maine [(Mr. Payne]l. The yeas and
nays have been ordered, and the clerk
will call the roll.

The Chief Clerk called the roll.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Iannounce that
the Senator from North Dakota [Mr.
Lancer] is absent by leave of the Senate.

The Senator from Vermont [Mr,
Amxen] and the Senator from Indiana
[Mr. CaPEHART] are absent on official
business.

The Senator from New Hampshire
[Mr. Bringesl, the Senator fron. Penn-
sylvania [Mr. Durrl, the Senator from
New Jersey [Mr. HENDRICKSON], the Sen=-
ator from Indiana [(Mr. JEnnER], the
Senator from California [Mr. KucHEL],
the Senator from Connecticut [Mr,
PurTELL], the Senator from New Jersey
[Mr. SmrTH], and the Senator from New
Hampshire [Mr. Upron] are necessarily
absent. If present and voting, the Sen-
ator from Vermont [Mr. Amken] would
vote “yea.”

Mr. CLEMENTS. Iannounce thatthe
Senator from Virginia [Mr. Byro] is ab-
sent because of illness in his family.

The Senator from New Mexico [Mr.
Cuavez], the Senator from Mississippi
[Mr. EasTrANDp], the Senator from Ar-
kansas [Mr. FurLericHT], the Senator
from Minnesota [Mr. HumpHREY], the
Senator from Wyoming [Mr. Hunrtl, the
Senator from Tennessee [Mr. KEFAUVER],

the Senators from West Virginia [Mr.

EKircore and Mr. NeeLy]l, the Senator
from North Carolina [Mr. LENNoN], the
Senator from Louisiana [Mr. Loxcl, the
Senator from Washington [Mr. MaecNU=-
son], the Senator from Nevada [Mr. Mc-
Carran], and the Senator from Alabama
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[Mr. SparemMAN] are absent on official
business.

The Senator from Georgia [Mr.
Georcel, the Senator from Massachu-
setts [Mr. Kennepy], and the Senator
from Montana [Mr. MANSFIELD] are nec-
essarily absent.

I announce further that on this vote
the Senator from Louisiana [Mr. LonNc]
is paired with the Senator from West
Virginia [Mr. Neevryl. If present and
voting, the Senator from Louisiana would
vote “nay,” and the Senator from West
Virginia would vote “yea.”

I announce also that if present and
voting, the Senator from Massachusetts
[Mr. KEENNEDY] would vote “yea.”

The result was announced—yeas 23,
nays 45, as follows:

YEAS—23
Cordon Hin Bchoeppel
Dougias Ives Smathers
Dworshak Jackson Thye
Ferguson Lehman ‘Welker
Flanders Monroney Wiley
Gillette Morse Williams
Goldwater Murray Young
Hennings Payne
NAYS—45
Anderson Dirksen Martin
Barrett Ellender Maybank
Beall Frear McCarthy
EBennett Gore MeClellan
Bowring Green Millikin
Bricker Hayden Mundt
Burke Hickenlooper Pastore
Bush Hoey Potter
Butler, Md. Holland Robertson
Butler, Nebr. Johnson, Colo. Russell
Carlson Johnson, Tex. Saltonstall
Case Johnston, 8. C. Smith, Maine
Clements Eerr Stennis
Cooper Knowland Symington
Daniel Malone ‘Watkins
NOT VOTING—28
Alken Humphrey Magnuson
Bridges Hunt Mansfield
Byrd Jenner McCarran
Capehart Kefauver Neely
Chavez Kennedy Purtell -
Duff Kilgore Smith, N. J.
Eastland Euchel Sparkman
Fulbright Langer Upton
George Lennon
Hendrickson Long
So Mr. PAYNE'S amendments were
rejected.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
is open to further amendment. If there
be no further amendment, the question
is on the engrossment of the amend-
ments and the third reading of the bill.

The amendments were ordered to be
iimmssed and the bill to be read a third

e.

The bill (H. R. 8097) was read the
third time and passed.

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, I move
that the Senate reconsider the vote by
which House hill 8097 was passed.

Mr. ENOWLAND. Mr, President, I
move that the motion be laid on the
table.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the motion
of the Senator from California.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

AMENDMENT OF LABOR MANAGE-
MENT RELATIONS ACT OF 1947

Mr, KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I
move that the Senate proceed to the
consideration of Calendar 1217, Senate
bill 2650, to amend the Labor Manage-
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ment Relations Aet of 1947, and for
other purposes.

I would say for the information of
the Senate that I merely desire to make
the bill the unfinished business before
the Senate. When we dispose of routine
business this afternoon I shall move that
the Senate stand in recess until Mon-
day next. At that time there will be
a call of the calendar of bills to which
there is no objection, from where we
left off the last time the calendar was
called, and then we will proceed to the
debate and discussion of the bill which
I have just mentioned.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will state the bill by title.

The LecistaTivE CrErx. A bill (S.
2650) to amend the Labor Management
Relations Act of 1947, and for other pur-
poses.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the motion of
the Senator from California.

The motion was agreed to; and the
Senate proceeded to consider the bill
(S. 2650) to amend the Labor Manage-
ment Relations Act of 1947, and for
other purposes, which had been reported
by the Committee on Labor and Public
Welfare, with an amendment.

ORDER FOR RECESS UNTIL MONDAY

Mr. ENOWLAND. Mr. President, I
am prepared to keep the Senate in ses-
sion for the introduction of any matters
into the ReEcorp; but as soon as that has
been completed, I shall be prepared to
suggest that the Senate take a recess.

I ask unanimous consent that when
the Senate completes its business today,
it stand in recess until 12 o'clock noon
on Monday next. '

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

MAY DAY FESTIVITIES—FREE
ELECTION IN POLAND

Mr. ENOWLAND. Mr. President, be-
fore Senators leave the Chamber, I de-
sire to call up a resolution which was
reported by the Committee on Foreign
Relations, on which some discussion was
had earlier in the day, when both the
majority leader and the minority leader
were absent from the Chamber. At that
time it had been pointed out that there
had been no discussion with either the
majority leader or the minority leader
with reference to the resolution being
placed on the program for today. Had
I been present, I should have felt that,
under all the circumstances, and with
the general understanding which is held
on both sides of the aisle, the matter
should go over until I could have con-
sulted with the minority leader and also
had had an opportunity to check with
the members of the committee, and with
other Senators who would have wished
to have the matter discussed with them.

The question has now been discussed
by the minorify leader and the majority
leader with Senators on both sides of
the aisle, and I understand the minority
leader is now prepared to have the reso-
Jution considered immediately, with=
out its having to go to the calendar.
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In the normal course of events, I be-
lieve it is better legislative procedure to
have any resolution which comes from
a committee go to the calendar. But
due to the fact that the concurrent
resolution in question relates to May
Day, which is a day that is celebrated
by Communists throughout the world,
and because the concurrent resolution
expresses hope and inspiration to the
people who are temporarily enslaved be-
hind the Iron Curtain, I think that if
the measure is to have any value, it
should be considered at this time, for
it will be subsequent to May Day when
the Senate meets on Monday next.
Therefore, I am prepared to waive the
objection I would normally have to the
consideration of the concurrent resolu-
tion because of the time element.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, will the Senator yield?

Mr. ENOWLAND. I am glad to yield
to the distinguished minority leader.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I share fully
the views expressed by the distinguished
majority leader. I was called to the
telephone and was, therefore, absent for
a few minutes earlier in the day. When
I returned, I explained to the distin-
guished chairman of the Committee on
Foreign Relations the procedure that is
always followed, and he agreed to defer
his request.

I appreciate the courtesy which the
majority leader always shows to the
minority in connection with program-
ing the business of the Senate. I
know that if he had been present, he
would have done just as he said he
would have done, and would not have
allowed the measure to be considered un-
til the minority had been forewarned.

Mr. ENOWLAND. Mr. President, the
Senator from Illinois [Mr. DoucLas] is
prepared to submit the concurrent reso-
lution. I suggest that it be called up
while many Senators are still present.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate pro-
ceed to the consideration of Senate Con-
current Resolution 58.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the present consideration of
the concurrent resolution?

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the concurrent
resolution.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that I may submit
a Senate resolution in lieu of the con-
current resolution.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the request of the Senator
from Illinois? The Chair hears none.

The resolution (S. Res. 241) submitted

by Mr. Doucras was thereupon read and
considered, as follows:
. Whereas the General Assembly of the
United Nations has called upon every na-
tion, as one of the essentials of peace, to
promote, in recognition of the paramount
importance of preserving the dignity and
worth of the human person, full freedom for
the peaceful expression of political opposi-
tion, full opportunity for the exercise of
religious freedom and full respect for all
the other fundamental rights; and

Whereas the Government of the Soviet
Union and the satellite governments, which
it has imposed upon its captive countries,

have consistently ignored and flouted the
principles listed above; and
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Whereas the Soviet Government repeated-
1y has given lip service to the idea of free
and unfettered elections in those captive
countries; and

Whereas the Soviet Government has, in
addition, forcibly and aggressively incorpo-
rated the territory of the nations of Lithu-
ania, Estonia, and Latvia into the Soviet
Union; and

Whereas the Soviet Government has fur-
thermore been found responsible by a com=-
mittee of Congress for the Eatyn massacre
of Polish military personnel; and

Whereas the General Assembly, in consid-
ering the suppression, by the Governments
of Bulgaria, Hungary, and Rumania, of hu-
man rights and fundamental freedoms in
violation of their peace-treaty obligations,
has expressed the opinion that the three
countries are callously indifferent to the
sentiments of the world community; and

Whereas the United Nations General As-
semhbly has expressed the grave concern
which is felt by all decent men “at reports
and information that North Eorean and
Chinese Communist forces have, in a large
number of instances, employed inhuman
practices against the herole soldiers of forces
under the United Nations command in Eo-
rea and agalnst the civilian population of
EKorea": Therefore, be it

Resolved, That—

(1) The Senate condemns the notorlous
disregard for fundamental human rights and
basic civil and religious liberties in all coun=-
tries under the domination of the Soviet
Government.

(2) The Senate condemns the refusal of
the Soviet Government and of its puppet
governments to allow free and fair elections
in Poland, Hungary, Rumania, Bulgaria, Al-
bania, Czechoslovakia, and the Soviet zone
of Germany.

(3) The Senate endorses the refusal of
Presidents Roosevelt, Truman, and Eisen-
hower to recognize the Soviet conguests of
Lithuania, Estonia, and Latvia.

(4) The Senate condemns the flagrant dis-
regard for human life shown by the Soviet
Government throughout the areas under its
domination, and particularly in the atroci-
ties committed by Communist regimes in
the Katyn Forest and in Korea,

(5) The Senate endorses the resolution of
the United Nations General Assembly of De-
cember 3, 1953, condemning “the commission
by any governments or authorities of mur=
der, mutiliation, torture, and other atrocious
acts against captured military personnel or
civilian populations, as a violation of rulea
of international law and basic standards of
conduct and morality and as affronting
human rights and the dignity and worth of
the human person.”

(6) The Senate requests the President to
use all available and appropriate means,
through the United Nations, United States
Information Agency, and otherwise, to keep
the facts of the Soviet Government’s in-
human actions in these matters and its vio-
lations of solemn agreements before the at-
tention of the world and to let the subject
peoples know that they have not been for-
gotten.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the resolution.

The resolution (S. Res. 241) was
agreed fo.

The preamble was agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the concurrent resolution (S.
Con. Res. 58) will be indefinitely post-
poned.

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr, President, a
parliamentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Michigan will state it.

Mr. FERGUSON. Do I understand
correctly that the concurrent resolution
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which has been adopted by the Commit-
tee on Foreign Relations, of which I am
a member, has been changed to a simple
Senate resolution?

Mr. DOUGLAS. The Senator is cor-
rect.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
concurrent resolution was changed to a
simple resolution, and was agreed to as
a simple resolution.

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, a
parliamentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from California will state it.

Mr. KNOWLAND. Was not the reso-
lution reported by the Committee on For-
eign Relations as a concurrent resolu-
tion?

Mr. DOUGLAS. It was reported as a
concurrent resolution, which would have
necessitated joint action by the House.
But since there would not be time for
the ITouse to act before May 1, the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations recom-
mended that the concurrent resolution
be agreed to as a Senate resolution.

Mr. KNOWLAND. It is because of
the time element that the action has
been taken without the concurrence of
the House; but the language of the Sen-
ate resolution is precisely the same as
that which was included in the concur-
rent resolution reported by the com-
mittee.

Mr. FERGUSON. The only reason
why I raised the point was that I thought
the action would be much stronger if it
were taken by both Houses of Congress.
I think both Houses are interested in
making the resolution as strong as pos-
sible, as representing the opinion of the
people of the United States. I merely
wished to raise the point that a concur-
rent resolution would have indicated
that the House of Representatives, as
well as the Senate, was in favor of the
resolution as reported by the Senate
Committee on Foreign Relations.

Mr. KNOWLAND., Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr, FERGUSON. 1 yield.

Mr. ENOWLAND. I have just been
informed, and I believe the information
to be accurate, that the House is about
to recess until Monday next.

Mr. FERGUSON. If that is so, I shall
not press the point any further.

Mr. KNOWLAND. I do not believe it
would be possible to obtain the concur-
rence of the House before May 1, not-
withstanding prompt action by the
Senate.

Mr. FERGUSON. That being true, I
shall not raise any objection. I think
the expression of the sense of the Senate
is important in this matter, although I
believe it would have been much stronger
and more representative of the feelings
of the people of the United States if
Congress could have agreed to a concur-
rent resolution.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr., President, does
the action which has been taken indicate
approval of the resolution as a simple
Senate resolution, with the necessary
language changes having been made,
namely, with the word “Senate” being
substituted for the word “Congress”?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Illinois is correct.

Mr. DOUGLAS. I thank the Chair.
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POLISH CONSTITUTION DAY

Mr. FERGUSON. The Senate having
agreed to the resolution, I now wish to
place in the REcorp as a part of my
remarks a statement in relation to May
3, which is the anniversary of the adop=-
tion of the Polish Constitution.

On May 3, Americans of Polish de=-
scent, together with Americans gener-
ally, will have in mind Polish Constitu-
tion Day, for it is the 163d anniversary
of the adoption of the Polish Constitu-
tion in 1791,

I am glad that the Committee on For-
eign Relations was able to submit the
resolution which has just been agreed
to. As I have already said, I think it
would have been stronger, when pre-
sented to the people of the world, if
both Houses of Congress had acted on
it. But I am glad to be able to have
the Senate resolution made a part of
the Recorp today, so that the world may
know that Americans have in mind the
desire for liberty and freedom on the
part of the people behind the Iron Cur=-
tain,

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that my statement relative to the
anniversary of Polish Constitution Day
be printed at this point in the REcorb,

There being no objection, the state=
ment was ordered to be printed in the
REecorp, as follows:

STATEMENT BY SENATOR HOMER FERGUSON ON
ANNIVERSARY OF POLISH CONSTITUTION DAY

Mr. President, Monday, May 3, will be cele=
brated by Americans of Polish descent and
by Americans generally, as Polish Constitu-
tion Day, for it is the 163d anniversary of
Poland’s Constitution of 1791,

I am certain that freedom-loving citizens
in Poland today would risk imprisonment
and death if they were to take public note
of this occasion so it is important for free-
dom in Poland and here in the United States
for us to observe this anniversary on behalf
of those suffering people.

Constitution day cannot be celebrated
in Poland today because the constitution of
1791 is a document of freedom and liberty.
It gave formal expression to that age-old
striving of the Polish people for their liberty.
Like our own Constitution which was
adopted only 2 years earlier, the Polish Con-
stitution places sovereignty in the people
and bases the government on the consent of
the governed. It is a remarkable document
and one whose provisions still inspire free
men.

It is particularly appropriate that this day
be honored in America because the bonds
between the people of this country and the
people of Poland, in spite of the present
Communist regime at Warsaw, continue to
be close and firm. We Americans acknowl-
edge with appreciation the great contribu-
tions which citizens of Polish descent have
made to our Nation from its very beginning.

Americans and Poles, too, stand shoulder
to shoulder in their unshakable opposition
to their common enemy, international come=
munism,

This year it is heartening to know that
we can celebrate Polish Constitution Day
without doing it under the spying eyes of
Communist agents in Polish Communist
consulates in Detroit, Chicago, and New
York. I am delighted to have been able,
with the aid of many Polish groups, to
secure the closing of these Communist
centers which operated as an open insult to
the millions of Americans of Polish descent.

This action by our Government has been
effective in reducing Communist propaganda
outlets in this country and reducing the
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number of diplomatic Communist agents in
the country. The real effectiveness of these
closings is proved, in my opinion, by the
noisy protests which the Communist govern-
ment registered. Needless to say, these pro-
tests fell on deaf ears in our State Depart-
ment.

The policy of the United States for many
years has favored and supported a strong,
free, and independent Poland with the un-
restricted right of the Polish people freely to
select their own form of government.

This policy has been strongly emphasized
during the past year by our President and
Secretary of State. I am confident that we
will continue to use every peaceful means to
achieve the objectives of our policy in this
respect.

Our present policy includes complete op-
position to the idea of freezing the captive
nations behind the Iron Curtain and we
must continue to oppose this. We cannot
recognize as legitimate and permanent those
regimes whose rule is based on police power,
treachery, and brutal conquest. Our Gov-
ernment’s official position supports every
peaceful means which will enable Poland
and the other countries of Eastern Europe
to take their proud and rightful places as
free and independent nations.

We know that the overwhelming majority
of Poles are unyielding opponents of Com-
munist domination and we take this oppor-
tunity to salute their bravery, their patriot-
ism, and their love of freedom.

The people of Poland are our friends and
our allies. We have not forgotten them and
we never will. We owe it to them to labor
by all proper means for their liberation and
we shall do so.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President,
I wish to commend the Senator from
Michigan upon his statement, and I join
with him in his remarks.

On Sunday, in Boston, I intend to
participate in a meeting of Polish-
American citizens, who are tremendously
interested in the independence and the
freedom of Poland. I was glad to be
able to join with the Senator from Mich=
igan, and with other Senators, in the
resolution which has been agreed to,
and to be able to so inform the Polish-
American citizens on Sunday.

Mr. MORSE. MTr. President, I wish to
congratulate the Committee on Foreign
Relations upon its resolution calling for
free elections in Poland, because it is
further evidence that we in the United
States recognize that freedom cannot
exist without a free ballot.

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT

Messages in writing from the Presi-
dent of the United States were commu-
nicated to the Senate by Mr. Miller, one
of his secretaries.

REORGANIZATION PLAN NO. 1 OF
1954—MESSAGE FROM THE PRESI-
DENT (H. DOC. NO. 381)

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
BArrerT in the chair) laid before the
Senate a message from the President
of the United States, transmitting Re-
organization Plan No. 1 of 1954, relating
to the Foreign Claims Settlement Com-
mission of the United States, which was
read, and, with the accompanying pa-
per, referred to the Committee on Gov=
ernment Operations.

(For President’s message, see House
proceedings in today's CONGRESSIONAL
RECORD.)
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REORGANIZATION PLAN NO. 2 OF
1954—MESSAGE FROM THE PRESI-
DENT (H. DOC. NO. 382)

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be-
fore the Senate a message from the
President of the United States, trans-
mitting Reorganization Plan No. 2 of
1954, relating to the liquidation of cer-
tain affairs of the Reconstruction Fi-
nance Corporation, which was read, and,
with the accompanying paper, referred
to the Committee on Government Op~-
erations.

(For President’s message, see House
proceedings in today's CONGRESSIONAL
RECORD.)

THE FLEXIBLE FARM POLICY

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in
the REecorp, as a part of my remarks,
a statement addressed to the Oregon
congressional delegation by Mark V.
Weatherford, a distinguished lawyer of
Oregon, who is thoroughly familiar with
the problems of the American farmer.
I desire to associate myself with the ar-
guments he presents in his very fine
statement.

There being no objection, the state-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
REecorp, as follows:

STATEMENT oN FarM IsSUE SUSBMITTED TO
OReGON CONGRESSIONAL DELEGATION BY
Marg V. WEATHERFORD
May I discuss with you some of the fea-

tures of the new farm bill which is now in

committee and will probably be before Con-
gress in the very near future? It is named
the flexible farm policy.

THE BILL IS MISNAMED

This new bill is termed the flexible farm
policy. The only thing that flexes is the
lowering of the price the farmer receives.
That which he is compelled to pay out in
his operation remained fixed. One of the
greatest items the wheat farmer meets is
freight rates. These are fixed by law, State
and Federal, upon a basis to guarantee cost
of operation and a reasonable return upon
the investment. These laws are as inflexible
as the Rock of Gibraltar. The same applies
to the cost of power and electricity, tele-
phone rates, and all corporate services which
the farmer must purchase. These rates are
fixed and inflexible. The new farm bill pro-
poses to leave these secure and fixed and
still lower the price of wheat under the term
of a flexible policy. The only thing that
flexes is the price that the farmer receives.
‘We, therefore, submit that the term “flexible™
farm prices is a misnomer.

THE PRESENT FARM BILL IS A FLEXIBLE FARM
PRICE BILL

After years of study and groping, there
crept into the legislation of Congress on the
farm laws, the word “parity,” which means
that the farmer shall receive a sum which
puts him on an equality with other indus-
tries. If freight rates go up under the rule
of parity, the guaranteed price goes up. If
freight rates go down, likewise, under the
parity rule, farm prices go down. This ap-
plies to all other commodities, including
farm machinery, equipment, and all things
that the farmer purchases. This is a flexi-
ble farm policy, and it is the only way that
a flexible policy can exist. Under the present
law the farmer is given only 90 percent of

parity; still this is based upon a flexible
formula.

The present proposed law is not flexible.
It doesn’t disturb the cost of ;
the cost of freight rates, the cost of power
rates, the cost of telephone rates, or the cost
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of labor, but arbitrarily slashes the farm
price and leaves all of the prices that he
must pay out in his operations fixed and
inflexible. The bill is nothing more or less
than a provision that sells the farmers down
the river. The new bill is misnamed.
It is unfair and it will bring disaster to
agriculture,
BRIEF HISTORY OF FARM LEGISLATION

The writer had a small part in farm legis-
lation. He was president of the first group
of wheat growers who assembled to discuss
farm prices at Arlington, Oreg., in 1923, when
efforts were initiated by the wheat growers
to meet the situation and get the wheat
industry on an equality with other indus-
tries, The writer had returned from World
War I somewhat as a disabled soldier and
spent 6 years, from 1920 through 1925, in
wheat raising, primarily to regain his health,
and during that time, and since, has been
engaged in operating an averaged-sized
farm in the wheat areas of Gilllam County,
now joined by his daughter and son-in-law
and his son and another assoclate. Since
1923 the writer has been more or less active
in the wheat program of the United States
Congress. He wrote probably the first draft
of the McNary-Haugen bill and cooperated
with Senator McNary and later Congressman
Plerce in assisting to formulate a farm pro-
gram. The McNary-Haugen bill was copied
after the Brazilian coffee bill. It guaranteed
a domestic price for the part of the crop
used in this country, with the idea that the
exportable surplus should be sold upon world
market price. It twice passed Congress; it
was twice vetoed, among other things, on the
ground that it was unconstitutional.

Those who advocate the present so-called
plan for a two-price system are advocating
substantially the same thing that the Mec-
Nary-Haugen bill provided.

The Grange had what they called a deben-
ture plan, which was never passed by Con-
gress, Later came the bill that was declared
unconstitutional by the United States, and
then, substantially, the present farm bill
which has worked for years, and has kept
agriculture on an equality with other indus-
tries and has been a means of creating and
maintaining prosperity in the Nation. To
disturb this law is to unsettle agriculture
and bring about uncertainty in the Nation,
if not greater disastrous results.

THE PRESENT AGRICULTURE LAW IS NONPARTISAN

The present law under which agriculture
has prospered is a nonpartisan bill. So far
as Oregon is concerned, we were fortunate in
having Senator McNary until his death as
chairman of the Agriculture Committee of
the Senate, and Walter Plerce a member of
the Agriculture Committee of the House,
One was a Republican and the other a Demo-
crat. They did yeoman work for the farmers
and for the Nation all along the line as long
as either of them was in Congress in estab-
lishing a suitable farm policy.

SURPLUS

It is claimed that we cannot continue the
present farm policy because of the surpluses
which have been created. This is not a sound
objection to the present law, and the writer
is discussing the present law as it applies to
wheat. The farmers were asked to produce to
the maximum during World War II and dur-
ing the Korean war, this because of the end-
ing of the war has created a surplus.

The current crop under the old law has
been cut down in acreage, which is the
only feasible way of cutting down surpluses.
The farmers overwhelmingly voted for this
cut-down in acreage. On the writer's ranch
alone, in complance with this law, 600 acres
has been planted to barley—substantially
one-third of the acreage in crop this year.
All farmers have likewise cut down the
acreage. This is the method provided under
the present law for the elimination of sur=-
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pluses. It is the only method known to
Congress whereby this can be done.

Surpluses cannot be cut down by lowering
the price. The farmers, in order to meet
their obligations, will raise all that they pos-
sibly can in order to make ends meet, if the
price is lowered. We had that experience
in the twenties and early thirties. The wheat
was worth 28 cents a bushel, and the writer
sold one crop for that price. The reason
for the low price given at that time was
surplus—too much wheat. So the low price
did not solve the farm situation. On the
contrary, it created the depression, with
monumental loss to the whole Nation. The
farmer could not buy equipment; factories
closed, and the depression was nationwide.
Taxes could not be paid; farm mortgages
were foreclosed all over the Nation.

During this time, however, under Federal
law and State law, freight rates, power rates,
telephone rates were all guaranteed to those
engaged in that line of business. They were
as inflexible as the Rock of Gibraltar. The
farm price was flexible and as an illustration
of the result, attention is called to the situ-
ation the farmer met at that time. Few
farmers then had trucks; they could not buy
them. They had to hire the wheat hauled.
In the writer’s operation this cost 7 cents
a bushel. The freight rate was about 8
cents a bushel to the terminal. The terminal
price was 35 cents. Thus 15 cents of the 35
cents was exacted by the inflexible freight
rates. That left 20 cents per bushel out of
the 35 cents which was received for the
crop. At that time the writer joined others
in the agitation to the effect that freight
rates should be flexible and when the wheat
price was lowered, the freight rates should
be lowered. No relief was avallable.

It cannot be sald that lower prices will
solve the farm problem. On the contrary,
it will cause farm failure and national fail-
ure, It did it in the 1920's and 1930's, and it
will do it again.

The national economy is now geared to the
parity program and to disturb it by a so-
called flexible program which is inflexible as
to all the farmer buys and flexible only to
what he sells, by lowering his price, is a pro-
gram of ruin. Prices are upon a high level.
Tractors which formerly could be bought for
from four to six thousand dollars are now
priced at from nine to twelve thousand
dollars. Combines formerly could be bought
for $3,000; now they are $9,000. These prices
are stated roughly. The last tractor the
writer bought was $7,5600. Taxes on the farm
which in the early 1940's were $1,100 a year,
are now substantlally $4,000 per year. Exact
figures on all of these questions are more
readily available to you gentlemen than they
are to the writer. The present wheat price
of 90 percent of parity makes it possible for
the farmer to survive in meeting these high
prices. To disturb this situation by lowering
the farmer’s prices and leaving what he must
pay out in his operation at the inflexible
price fixed by law, is to invite inequality and
create havoc with the farming industry. It
is to invite disaster to the Nation.

Every farm must pay additional taxes, far
above what now exists, and they have al-
ready raised, substantially, four times since
1942 in order to take care of the growing
school problem which is national in its
scope. Other governmental local expenses
likewise will continue to increase. These
burdens cannot be borne by agriculture with
a lowering of the commodities that it pro-
duces. It means economic disaster for the
farmer and the Nation. We have gone
through it once. This will cause us to go
through it again.

BOTH PARTIES PLEDGED EQUALITY TO THE FARMER

Politically, the farmer in the last election
voted for Elsenhower in the majority, and
this upon his promise that the farmer should
receive not only 90 percent of parity but 100
percent of parity. The farmers heard this
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speech where he made this pledge. It is
realized that the Oregon delegation is Re-
publican, with the exception of one Inde-
pendent, and, while the writer is a Demo-
crat, he, as well as all citizens, expect that
a pledge solemnly made to the voters of the
Nation will be kept, not only by the Presi-
dent of the United States but by the Repre-
sentatives of the successful party in Con=-
grees.

RECESS UNTIL MONDAY

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there
be no further business before the Senate,
the Senate will stand in recess, under
the previous order of the Senate, until
12 o'clock noon on Monday next.

Thereupon (at 4 o’clock and 6 minutes
p. m.) the Senate took a recess, the re-
cess being, under the order previously
entered, until Monday, May 3, 1954, at
12 o'clock meridian.

CONFIRMATIONS

Executive nominations confirmed by
the Senate April 29 (legislative day of
April 14), 1954:

POSTMASTERS
CALIFORNIA

Ernest L. Eincaid, Napa.

Edward C. Wright, Natlional City.

Marion R. Bessac, Riverbank.

John J. Vizzolini, Westley.

ILLINOIS
John R. Depper, Caseyville.
Harry A. Lange, Mattoon,
MASSACHUSETTS
Robert H. Hughes, Oak Blufls.
MINNESOTA
Raymond J. Michelau, Dundee.
MONTANA
Willard J. Adams, Bridger.
NEW JERSEY

John R. Dougherty, Bordentown.

Margaret G, Spencer, Lake Hopatcong.

Frank Elia, Union City.

PENNSYLVANIA

Charles M. Brubaker, Dornsife,

Anna E. Lefever, Holtwood.

Dallas L. Darr, Jacobus.

George A, McDowell, Jamestown.

Marianna W. McClelland, Masontown.

Lillian M. Mengle, Port Clinton,

Jacob F. Lefever, Smoketown.

Walter C. Snyder, Swarthmore.

Charles W. Snyder, Three Springs.

Keith G. Baird, Youngwood.

SOUTH DAKOTA

Harold O. Ewing, Jr., Turton.

Marvin W. Wilcox, Volin,

Clair E. Woodard, White.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

THursDAY, APRIL 29, 1954

The House met at 11 o’clock a. m.

The Reverend Edward J. Craddock,
Nashville, Tenn., offered the following
prayer:

Our Father, who art in heaven, may
Thy name be exalted in all the earth,
Thy will be done. We are thankful for
past blessings, for Thy guiding hand in
all things. Lord, today we pray for
guidance. Give us the faith of Abra-
ham, to live beyond ourselves with ulti-
mate good in mind. Like Solomon, we
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seek wisdom to do the right thing. May
parents with David say, “Except the Lord
build the house, they labor in vain who
build it.” Give our young people Gid-
eon’s discipline and will to leadership.
May they see in us, most of all, integrity,
that, like Joshua, we may know our own
minds. Like Paul, may we be committed
with the sense of mission for life or
death.

God bless the President, the Congress,
all leaders of Government, and all the
people. In Jesus’ name. Amen.

The Journal of the proceedings of yes-
terday was read and approved.

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate, by Mr.
Carrell, one of its clerks, announced that
the Senate had passed, with amend-
ments in which the concurrence of the
House is requested, a bill of the House
of the following title:

H. R.2098. An act to provide for the com-
pensation of certain persons whose lands
have been flooded and damaged by reason
of fluctuations in the water level of the
Lake of the Woods.

The message also announced that the
Senate had passed a bill of the following
title, in which the concurrence of the
House is requested:

S. 2665. An act to amend the Classification
Act of 1949, as amended, and the Federal
Employees Pay Act of 1945, as amended, and
for other purposes.

The message also announced that the
Senate had passed, with amendments in
which the concurrence of the House is
requested, a bill of the House of the fol-
lowing title:

H.R.8481. An act making supplemental
appropriations for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1954, and for other purposes.

The message also announced that the
Senate insists upon its amendments to
the foregoing bill, requests a conference
with the House on the disagreeing votes
of the two Houses thereon, and appoints
Mr. BripGes, Mr. FERGUSON, Mr. CORDON,
Mr. SALTONSTALL, Mr. HAYDEN, Mr. Rus-
seELL, and Mr. McCARrRAN to be the con-
ferees on the part of the Senate.

SPECIAL ORDER GRANTED

Mr. FORAND asked and was given
permission to address the House for 30
minutes on Monday next, following the
legislative program and any special or-
ders heretofore entered.

FILING OF CERTAIN CLAIMS UNDER
WAR CLAIMS ACT OF 1948

Mr. HINSHAW. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to take from the
Speaker’s table the bill (H. R. 6896) to
extend the period for the filing of certain
claims under the War Claims Act of 1948
by World War II prisoners of war, with
a Cenate amendment thereto, and concur
in the Senate amendment.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The Clerk read the Senate amend-
ment, as follows:

Line 7, strike out “November” and insert
“August.”

April 29

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
California?

There was no objection.

The Senate amendment was concurred
in, and a motion to reconsider was laid
on the table.

SPECIAL ORDER GRANTED

Mr. ANGELL asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 15 min-
utes today, following the legislative pro-
gram of the day and any special orders
heretofore granted, and also to revise
and extend his remarks and include ex-
traneous matter.

CALL OF THE HOUSE

Mr. SCRIVNER. Mr. Speaker, I make
the point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The SPEAKER. Obviously, a quorum
is not present.

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Speaker, I move
a cali of the House.

A call of the House was ordered.

The Clerk called the roll, and the fol-
lowing Members failed to answer to their
names:

[Roll No. 57]
Barrett Gamble Pilcher
Battle Graham Powell
Bender Haley Radwan
Boykin Harrison, Va. Reed, Il
Camp Hart Richards
Carlyle Herlong Roberts
Chatham Howell Saylor
Chelf Jenkins Shafer
Clardy Kearney Sieminski
Crosser Kersten, Wis. Sutton
Curtis, Mo. King, Calif. Talle
Curtis, Nebr. Elein Thompson,
Deane Lantaff Mich.
Dies MeDonough Walter
Dingell Martin, JTowa  Warburton
Dollinger Metcalf Weichel
Donovan Morrison Westland
Dorn, 8. Dak. Murray Wier
Doyle Norblad Yorty
Engle O'Konskl
Fine Osmers

The SPEAKER. On this rolleall 371
Members have answered to their names,
a quorum.

By unanimous consent, further pro-
ce:t':;giugs under the call were dispensed
with.

APPOINTMENT TO COMMISSION
ON INTERGOVERNMENTAL RELA-
TIONS
The SPEAKER. Pursuant to the pro-

visions of section 2, Public Law 109, 83d

Congress, the Chair appoints as a mem-

ber of the Commission on Intergovern-

mental Relations to fill the existing va-
cancy thereon, the gentleman from Mas-
sachusetts, Mr. GOODWIN.

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

Mr. HYDE asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 15
minutes today, following the legislative
program and any special orders hereto-
fore entered.

Mr. SHEEHAN asked and was given
permission to address the House for 10
minutes today, following the legislative
program and any special orders here-
tofore entered.
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